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PREFACE 


The philosophy of art constitutes one of the recurrent concerns of 
Western philosophy. Nevertheless, what a philosopher has to say 
about art, the way he uses art in his exploration of the human situ- 
ation, the lessons he draws from art in learning about reality—all this 
is often neglected for the more traditional topics of metaphysics and 
epistemology. In order to illustrate the relevance of art to philosophy, 
as well as of philosophy to art, we have brought together the writings 
of a number of philosophers. In every case we have let them speak at 
length, for philosophies of art cannot be stated briefly. They draw their 
strength not only from philosophical inquiry, but also from research 
into the arts themselves. 

The demands of space made by each writer have limited the number 
that could be included. Yet we have, we believe, for all our selective- 
ness, included the best. Obviously some inclusions and exclusions are 
a function of our personal preferences and tastes; that is unavoidable. 
Because we have not tried to be chronologically complete or system- 
atically thorough there are chronological gaps, such as that between 
Augustine and Ficino, and there are positions unrepresented, such as 
those of Thomas Aquinas, Marx, Freud, and Jung. The gaps occur 
because there are periods in Western thought in which the philosophy 
of art was of little interest to philosophers. The omission of certain 
positions is harder to justify, but we found as we examined the lit- 
erature that there are some positions without able defenders. ‘There 
are other positions which, to be represented, would have to be syn- 
thesized out of bits and fragments. We have taken it as a principle 
that where sustained argument could be found it was preferable to 
aphorisms and vague, incomplete statement. The psychological writ- 
ings, though fruitful, do not present a truly philosophical position. 

It may also seem surprising that no French philosopher is included. 
We considered Batteux, Boileau, Dubos, Diderot, Alain, Bergson, 
Sartre, and others. But in every case we concluded that what we found 
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was not a philosophy of art, in the fullest sense, but either criticism, 
or theory of taste, or at most fragments of a philosophy. The philoso- 
phers we have chosen are thinkers who have taken the problems of art 
and beauty as central to the elaboration of their philosophies. ‘Together 
they show us the power and insight of which philosophy of art is 
capable. We have tried to present them in as full a form as a collection 
of this kind permits. Though we have been forced to omit passages 
within all except one or two of the essays, the abridgments are in the 
service of clarity, and do not, we believe, exclude anything of im- 
portance for an understanding of the thought. 

Our principle of selection, then, is simply greatness: these writings 
present the most profound and fruitful philosophies of art in the 
Western tradition. 
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INTRODUCTION 


This anthology begins with Plato and concludes with Heidegger, a 
span of some 2,200 years. That it should begin with the most notorious 
inquiry into art of the classical world and end with a well-known con- 
temporary existentialist would suggest that all of Western thought on 
art and beauty is included here. But it will be immediately evident, on 
consulting the table of contents, that the inclusions are few, and that 
the names, while mostly familiar, are but a small selection from a 
much larger company. While the philosophy of art and beauty is as 
old as philosophy and as new as the present, it has not always been a 
dominant philosophical interest. It comes to the forefront of philo- 
sophical thought, and then recedes, only to be brought forth once more 
as the leading theme. Through this collection we can see how it has 
been developed and transformed through the years, how it reflects the 
temper of an age and provides leading ideas for artists, critics, and the 
society that nurtures art. For philosophies of art and beauty are as 
various as the philosophies of human conduct, politics, science, his- 
tory, and ultimate reality that have been the chief work of the human 
mind throughout our history. 

Beyond our natural desire to understand the human activity of the 
making and enjoyment of art, there is a profound motive and primitive 
need behind philosophies of art. A powerful analogy immediately 
comes to men when they think about themselves and the universe 
they inhabit: the maker of the universe and the object he makes are 
like the human maker and his artifact. The order and harmony of the 
cosmos are like the beauty of art. Somehow man participates in the 
ordering of the universe in his power to make and to respond to art 
objects. Thus, early philosophies of art and beauty are intermixed with 
cosmological inquiries and it is only relatively late in the development 
of philosophy that the philosophy of art can be thought of as distinct 
from ontology and theology. The greatest philosophies of art, then, are 
part of broader inquiries into man and nature. 

To a reader familiar with writings in aesthetics and the philosophy 
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of art our selections may appear strangely overweighted in the direc- 
tion of idealism and the high German metaphysics of the late eight- 
eenth and early nineteenth centuries, There is good reason for this: 
our selections have to do with aesthetics as a branch of philosophy, not 
with criticism or the principles of criticism. In a philosophy of art, or 
in philosophical aesthetics, more generally speaking, beauty and art 
are understood in terms of essential philosophical ideas, while phi- 
losophy itself is taken to be at least in part constituted by aesthetic re- 
flection. Thus the great philosophies of art have interpreted beauty 
and art in metaphysical terms as a natural expression of the belief that 
philosophy is born in the aspiration toward and understanding of the 
beautiful. As Croce has said, “from this character of aesthetics it fol- 
lows that its history cannot be separated from that of philosophy at 
large, from which aesthetics receives light and guidance, and gives back 
light and guidance in its turn.” However, not all philosophers and 
not all forms of philosophy give equal weight to aesthetics and the 
philosophy of art; hence the historically spotty and discontinuous 
character of the selections. For reasons that may become apparent, 
certain periods (for example, the eighteenth and nineteenth cen- 
turies) placed philosophy of art at the center of philosophical specu- 
lation, 

The interest in the philosophy of beauty and art goes back to 
the very beginning of philosophy in Greece. Because of the tendency 
in classical Greek thought to interpret reality in terms drawn from 
life and human purposes, the genesis of objects through human or 
divine agents, as well as through natural processes, receives close at- 
tention. The metaphysical categories of both Plato and Aristotle were 
anchored in the realm of social reality, but the Platonic separation of 
the social and the ideal opened the way for the ultimately mystical 
speculations of Neoplatonism. There, too, the concept of beauty, as 
well as the associated concept of art, was of the first importance. In 
the philosophy of Plotinus beauty is given its most exalted trans- 
cendent development, while in Augustine it becomes the property of 
God’s creation: Plotinian emanations are transformed into God’s 
divine harmonies. Reality now is found to lie in the domain of mind 
and mind’s ultimate activities and objects. Consequently, since art 
represents one of the deepest and most characteristic acts of the spirit, 
and since beauty represents one of its most deeply desired objects, it is 
natural to expect aesthetic considerations to play a central role in the 
thought of these late classical and early medieval philosophers. 

With the development of medieval philosophy the aesthetic motiva- 
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tion is undiminished, but the analogies and problems shift from the 
constructive and metaphysical to the logical and theological. ‘The 
essential ideas now are concerned with religious problems and the 
question of art becomes subsidiary, i.e., the artistic is chiefly an adorn- 
ment for the temple of God. The beautiful retains its central position, 
but no longer in relation to art. Beauty now becomes a sign of God’s 
handiwork. Thus both the Platonistic mysticism of Bonaventura and 
the Anistotelian realism of Aquinas are enclosed within the framework 
of theology: beauty is the mark (or achievement) of the well made, 
whether it be a universe or a candelabra, and the well made is an imi- 
tation of an idea in the mind of the Creator. Thus one of the central 
questions, raised by St. Augustine’s uncertainty about the classical 
literary and philosophical contribution to the culture of our world, 
is finally resolved in showing that a justification can be given 
for human art and the human longing for the beautiful. That 
the answer was not always so reasonably given is shockingly demon- 
strated in the iconoclastic controversy. But in the West we have well 
learned the answer Aquinas worked out: all that man creates as art is 
valuable so long as it symbolizes truth, but truth can be gained 
through what pleases in sight because the beautiful inspires love and 
the aspiration of love is, if guided by faith, toward the truth. While 
the concept of faith has changed since Aquinas wrote, the assumption 
that art and truth are intimately related has remained. But Aquinas 
still treats the philosophy of art as essentially a theological issue. 

This suppression of the philosophy of art and aesthetics for religious 
(theological) ends was lifted only by degrees. The first step toward the 
readmission of philosophical aesthetics to the central concern of phi- 
losophers was taken by the critical theories of the Renaissance. Only 
after the techniques of art making and the standards of decorum were 
explored, the rules laid down, and the purposes of artists articulated, 
could philosophers reassert the value of philosophical aesthetics as 
a way of exploring reality. And undoubtedly the revitalizing force of 
Platonic ideas helped to liberate art. The Renaissance sees a revival of 
Platonic (Platonistic) philosophizing about beauty which connects 
this period, especially in Italy, with the Plotinian and Augustinian of 
a far earlier time. Ficino’s translations of the dialogues of Plato and 
the Enneads of Plotinus did much to make the scholarly world aware 
of how much Christian theology had deviated from classical phi- 
losophy. The aim of art is beauty; and beauty is itself a value of har- 
monious proportion, brought down from the cosmos to art. “Beauty,” 
Alberti writes, “is a kind of harmony and concord of all the parts to 
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form a whole which is constructed according to a fixed number, and a 
certain relation and order, as symmetry, the highest and most perfect 
law of nature, demands.” But this kind of Neoplatonism had really 
been exhausted as a source for serious philosophical work. A phi- 
losophy of art and beauty requires a firm anchor in the energies of the 
organic realm. It is Shaftesbury, in England, who first joins traditional 
Neoplatonism to an organic and vitalistic interpretation of reality. It 
is probably no exaggeration to attribute to Shaftesbury the origin of all 
modern philosophies of art. 

The curious historical contingency in the influence of Shaftesbury’s 
work is that it realizes itself in Germany, but not in England. In Eng- 
land Shaftesbury’s sense of beauty or aesthetic-sense theory was taken 
up by Francis Hutcheson, among others, without the philosophical 
Platonism; and the result is that aesthetics ceases to be a fundamental 
philosophical discipline for Hutcheson and for the English in general. 
This dissipation of philosophical aesthetics is most clearly seen in 
David Hume who, profoundly influenced by Hutcheson, is able to 
write only as a critic of criticism, not as a philosopher of art. In Eng- 
land the interest in aesthetics evolves toward a form of analytical, psy- 
chological theorizing about art. The attempt is made to determine law- 
ful connections between the characteristics of aesthetic objects and 
human psychological dispositions, Consequently, English theorizing, 
as in the writing of Addison, Hutcheson, Hogarth, Gerard, Burke, 
Kames, and Alison, leads to a psychology of the aesthetic rather than 
to a philosophy of art. This development is of special interest to the 
more recent concern with aesthetic phenomenology. The only devi- 
ation from this tradition in England is found in the work of Colling- 
wood, who derives his philosophy from Croce. 

On the Continent, especially in Germany, Shaftesbury’s writings 
had a profound effect. Shaftesbury’s Neoplatonism, together with the 
Leibnizian interpretation of the universe in vitalistic and spiritualistic 
terms, provided the historical preconditions for the growth in Ger- 
many of aesthetics as a fundamental philosophical discipline. 

In Germany the placing of art in the very center of philosophical 
concerns does not occur immediately. For Baumgarten, who wrote the 
first systematic treatise on aesthetics and indeed coined the term 
“aesthetics” from the Greek aisthesis, the study of aesthetics forms 
a lower-level counterpart to logic. It is in the writing of Kant that 
aesthetics first becomes in a certain way the central philosophical dis- 
cipline, In his Introduction to The Critique of Judgment (not repro- 
duced here) Kant makes it clear that the aesthetic doctrine of the 
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“critique of aesthetical judgment” is meant to bridge the gap between, 
and thereby form into a whole, the disparate parts of philosophy 
given in The Critique of Pure Reason and The Critique of Practical 
Reason. Aesthetics becomes the bridge uniting theoretical and prac- 
tical philosophy. 

While the main drive of Kant’s arguments is toward the clarifica- 
tion of beauty, genius, judgment, the sublime, the classification of the 
arts, and related problems, there is a recurrent hint that the beauty of 
nature and the beauty of art are expressive of an underlying spiritual 
reality. (See, e.g., par. 59, Critique of Aesthetical Judgment, below, 
page 339). It is in our experience of beauty that the congruence of 
nature and the moral will is realized for us, to such an extent that it 
becomes a meaningful postulate of reason to assert that man as a 
moral being inhabits a universe compatible with his spiritual longings. 

This prepares the way for German absolute idealism in which re- 
ality is identified as mental or spiritual in essence, and in which aes- 
thetics emerges clearly either as the supreme phase of philosophy or 
as a component of the supreme phase in Schelling’s so-called aesthetic 
idealism. Here aesthetics is explicitly and exultantly treated as the 
keystone of the arch of philosophy, and art is viewed as the organon or 
peculiar instrument of the highest philosophical thinking. For Hegel, 
who learned much and borrowed heavily from Schelling, art becomes 
one of the three phases of Absolute Spint, the first or immediate 
stage in which spirit ultimately achieves its own self-consciousness. 
From there spirit realizes itself in religion and philosophy. ‘This cele- 
bration of art as revelatory of a spiritual reality and as itself the high 
point of human creative energy had a profound effect on what we 
call Romanticism. Indeed, Romanticism in art is the counterpart of 
absolute idealism in philosophy, and in it can be discovered, more 
directly than we realize, the setting of our own artistic values—but 
not of our own philosophy which has, at least in the Anglo-Saxon 
countries, become realistic, naturalistic, positivistic. Consequently, im 
England and the United States art has received a far lower rating 
from philosophy, and no longer provides material for central philo- 
sophical speculation. This diminished philosophical significance is 
due to the fact that naturalism demands that thought about art be 
subjected to the limitations of scientific method and verification. Po- 
litical naturalism (such as socialist realism) demands that art become 
subject to a social critique. Positivism tends to see art as valuable only 
insofar as it is instrumental, utilitarian or expressive of noncognitive 
needs. Art therefore ceases to be revelatory of reality; consequently it 
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loses philosophical dignity. One form of naturalism, however, that 
does try to do justice to the claims of the human spirit, philosophically 
speaking, is that of men like Dewey, Santayana and Whitehead. Re- 
cent critical naturalism of this kind does not argue, as idealism did, 
that reality as a whole is ultimately spiritual, but sees art as one of the 
loftiest strata of the human spirit, which itself stands at the height of 
reality. Modern naturalism of this kind has thus resuscitated the artis- 
tic, giving it special philosophical status. 

There was a later development in German philosophy which also 
gave a central place to art, namely the voluntarism of Schopenhauer 
and Nietzsche. What they had to offer was never fully exploited in 
the United States and England, but has been developed in Germany, 
in the philosophy of life of Dilthey and more recently in the existen- 
tialism of Heidegger. For Heidegger human existence is both the intro- 
duction and the key to the study of ontology in general. Consequently, 
art is for him one of the main avenues to the nature of being. Art is 
one of the ways in which truth is revealed, a Heideggerian view that 
parallels Schelling’s view into the fact that art is one of the keys to 
philosophical understanding. 

The immediate philosophic scene reveals a number of fresh and 
possibly significant contributions to the philosophy of art. Analytic 
philosophy, a dominant philosophical mode in England and the 
United States, has begun to recognize aesthetic judgment and the 
aesthetic uses of language as important linguistic phenomena. With- 
out aspiring to a complete philosophy of art—indeed, analytic 
philosophy rejects “philosophies of” as conscious aims of philosophic 
method—this recent movement recognizes the aesthetic use of 
language as demanding the same careful analysis that has been 
accorded the scientific and ethical uses of language. Whether this will 
culminate in a philosophy of art it is too early to say. 

Analytic philosophers have drawn considerably from the formalist 
analyses of language that were common in the field of Slavic linguis- 
tics, from the New Critics in the United States and England, and from 
logicians whose interest lay in the syntactic structure of language. But 
none of these streams of thought has grown to the size and power that 
would make a philosophy of art possible. 

Another contemporary development that has much to contribute 
toward a philosophy of art is psychoanalysis in both its Freudian and 
Jungian forms. Here there are accounts of how symbols are formed 
and how they function, of the psychology of creativity, and of the psy- 
chological mechanisms whereby art is produced and responded to. 
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Philosophy has yet to make use of the rich matenial that psycho- 
analysis offers. The psychoanalytic theory of art cannot come into its 
own, philosophically, until philosophy fully exploits the psychoanalytic 
notions of art and artist. 

Both analytic philosophy and psychoanalysis fail to consider art in 
its cultural-historical development. For this we must turn to the 
academic discipline of art history on the one hand, and the inheritors 
of the Hegelian tradition on the other. Marxist and socio-economic 
critiques of art are no longer interested in art as a spiritual manifesta- 
tion in Hegel’s sense, but they are interested in art as a manifestation 
of ideology. Art expresses the dominant class interests of the period 
in which it is produced. Marxist analyses of art are therefore directed 
toward the interpretation of art objects, and the molding of art pro- 
duction to accord with the social beliefs of a ruling group. On matters 
of interpretation (itself a problem of major philosophical import) 
Marxist philosophy of art raises the same question of method raised 
by the psychoanalytic and the art-historical: how is one mode of inter- 
pretation to be justified as against another? Here the discipline of art 
history, initially uncommitted on matters of principles of interpreta- 
tion, has a great deal to offer philosophies of art. Art history tries to 
telate art products to the culture as an expression and manifestation 
of its fundamental aspirations and interpretations of experience. Yet 
since Hegel’s philosophy of art there has been little realized in this 
rich field. Starts have been made by Dilthey, Mannheim, Riegl, Panof- 
sky, etc., but no philosophy of art history has yet emerged. Perhaps our 
age, so eclectic and piecemeal in its approach to problems of cultural 
interpretation, is not the one in which to look for a complete philo- 
sophical system. In any case, we can today look forward to renewed 
efforts to develop a philosophical aesthetics, to use art to throw light 
on philosophical problems, and to conceive philosophy as a way of 
understanding the nature of art and its place in human life. 


PHILOSOPHIES 
OF ART AND BEAUTY 


PLATO 


Plato, the greatest literary artist among philosophers, is the 
founder of philosophical aesthetics. In his dialogues the cen- 
tral problems of philosophy of art are set out, explored, and re- 
solyed according to a metaphysics that has had the most pro- 
found influence on Western thought. Plato’s writings are not 
systematic, and there is much in them that is tentative and sug- 
gestive, yet they are full of wonderful insights, and when taken 
as a whole, a clear philosophy of beauty and art emerges from 
them, 

The selections here emphasize four themes: 1) the genertc 
idea of art, techne, whose principle is measure; 2) the special 
concept of imitative art, mimesis, its aim and tts deficiencies; 
3) the concept of poetic inspiration, enthusiasm, or madness, or 
mania, as a necessary condition for poetic creativity; 4) the con- 
cept of erotic madness and its connection with the vision of 
Beauty. The extent to which these themes can be integrated ts 
a conclusion the reader must draw for himself. 

1) Art, conceived generally as techne, presupposes a knowing 
and a making: knowing the end to be atmed at and the best 
means for achieving the end. When a maker commands his art 
he can judge the excellence of his product according to his in- 
sight into proportion and measure. Fundamentally, then, the 
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artist must, tf he is to work well, know the nature of Measure 
(metron, Philebus 64 e). Basic to any one art ts the art of meas- 
ure without which there can be no art at all. For to know 
the proper length of a speech, the proper proportion of a paint- 
ing, the proper distribution of functions in a society, the proper 
organization of language in a poem, is to command the art of 
measurement. Measure for Plato embraces the principles of the 
good and the beautiful, and in our terms the principle of taste 
as well. 

2) Among the arts, the highest is that of the divine maker 
(the Demiurgos) who composed the universe as an imitation of 
Ideas or unchanging Forms. Like him, the statesman, most ex- 
alted of human makers, envisages the human community accord- 
ing to the Ideas of justice, the good, courage, temperance, and 
the beautiful. Within the state the various arts are practiced like- 
wise as imitations of an external order of existence but the literary 
artist or the plastic artist, unlike the Demiurgos and the states- 
man, may fail to know the ultimate reality and instead present 
the mere appearance of perceivable nature. Therefore his art 
comes under the critical purview of the ruling statesman who ex- 
ercises his legislative art in controlling the production and use of 
what we today would call the fine arts. While Plato distrusts the 
writer of dramas and would deny him a chorus, he sees an im- 
portant role for the other literary arts as long as they are con- 
trolled by the vision of education which the philosopher pos- 
sesses. There must be true imitation (eikastike) and not false 
imitation (phantastike) as Plato says in the Sophist. The deter- 
mination of what is fit and what is unfit imitation depends upon 
the moral ends of the polis. 

3) Yet there is something in imitative art that is different 
from, and not reducible to, techne. The poet is inspired, a 
winged, holy thing, filled with the power of the divine, hence 
mad in a noble way far above ordinary knowledge and con- 
sciousness. It is this possession which enables him to achieve 
the authentically artistic that is more than techne. Conscious, 
rational intellect cannot reduce this to a rule, nor can’ the man 
who commands techne raise himself to the genuinely poettc 
without divine assistance. (Cf., Phaedrus 245; Ion, 533-5.) 

4) This poetic madness is but one of four types of mad- 
ness: prophetic, initiatory, poetic, and erotic (Phaedrus 244 and 
265 ff.). Such madness relates men to the gods and to the beauty 
of the eternal realm they inhabit. The vision of the beautiful 
described in the Symposium is possible only through the erotic 
longing of the lover, who is driven by the needs of his soul to 
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contemplate the unchanging form of beauty. Poetic madness 
relates the poet to his muse, erotic madness relates the indi- 
vidual to his special divinity with its special form of beauty. 
But there is also, Plato implies by his picture of Socrates, a 
philosophic madness without which the philosopher could never 
produce his special kind of imitation, the city of his vision, rep- 
resented in the Republic. In short, all making is a kind of imita- 
tion; all that the gods or men may create is the re-presentation of 
a@ vision in a material medium. Only the man who understands 
the fundamental principle of measure can judge which imita- 
tions are worthy, which debased. The arts of literature and paint- 
ing are therefore properly subordinate to a generic principle of 
judgment, and the needs of the human community control the 
divine inspirations of art. 


THE ARTS AND MEASURE 


A fundamental principle which defines art is “measure,” by 
which Plato means the determination of appropriate relation- 
ships through knowledge of proportion and of the mean. 


FROM Statesman 
(283>-285») 

Stranger, Let us begin by considering the whole nature of excess 
and defect, and then we shall have a rational ground on which we 
may praise or blame too much length or too much shortness in dis- 
cussions of this kind. 

Young Socrates. Let us do so. 

Str. The points on which I think that we ought to dwell are the 
following:— 

Y. Soc. What? 

Str. Length and shortness, excess and defect; with all of these 
the art of measurement is conversant. 

Y. Soc. Yes. 

Str. And the art of measurement has to be divided into two 
parts, with a view to our present purpose. 

Y. Soc. Where would you make the division? 
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Str. As thus: I would make two parts, one having regard to the 
relativity of greatness and smallness to each other; and there is an- 
other, without which the existence of production would be impos- 
sible. 

Y. Soc. What do you mean? 

Str. Do you not think that it is only natural for the greater to be 
called greater with reference to the less alone, and the less less with 
reference to the greater alone? 

Y. Soe. Yes. | 

Sir. Well, but is there not also something exceeding and ex- 
ceeded by the principle of the mean, both in speech and action, 
and is not this a reality, and the chief mark of difference between 
good and bad men? 

Y. Soc. Plainly. 

Str. Then we must suppose that the great and small exist and 
are discerned in both these ways, and not, as we were saying be- 
fore, only relatively to one another, but there must also be another 
comparison of them with the mean or ideal standard; would you 
like to hear the reason why? 

Y. Soc. Certainly. 

Str. If we assume the greater to exist only in relation to the less, 
there will never be any comparison of either with the mean. 

Y. Soe. True. 

Str. And would not this doctrine be the ruin of all the arts and 
their creations; would not the art of the Statesman and the afore- 
said art of weaving disappear? For all these arts are on the watch 
against excess and defect, not as unrealities, but as real evils, which 
occasion a difficulty in action; and the excellence of beauty of every 
work of art is due to this observance of measure. 

Y. Soc. Certainly. 

Str. But if the science of the Statesman disappears, the search 
for the royal science will be impossible. 

Y. Soc. Very true. 

Sir. Well, then, as in the case of the Sophist we extorted the in- 
ference that not-being had an existence, because here was the point 
at which the argument eluded our grasp, so in this we must en- 
deavour to show that the greater and less are not only to be meas- 
ured with one another, but also have to do with the production of 
the mean; for if this is not admitted, neither a statesman nor any 
other man of action can be an undisputed master of his science. 

Y. Soc. Yes, we must certainly do again what we did then. 
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Str. But this, Socrates, is a greater work than the other, of which 
we only too well remember the length. I think, however, that we 
may fairly assume something of this sort:— 

Y. Soc. What? 

Str. That we shall some day require this notion of a mean with a 
view to the demonstration of absolute truth; meanwhile, the argu- 
ment that the very existence of the arts must be held to depend on 
the possibility of measuring more or less, not only with one another, 
but also with a view to the attainment of the mean, seems to af- 
ford a grand support and satisfactory proof of the doctrine which 
we are maintaining; for if there are arts, there is a standard of meas- 
ure, and if there is a standard of measure, there are arts; but if 
either is wanting, there is neither. 

Y. Soc. True; and what is the next step? 

Str. The next step clearly is to divide the art of measurement 
into two parts, as we have said already, and to place in the one 
part all the arts which measure number, length, depth, breadth, 
swiftness with their opposites; and to have another part in which 
they are measured with the mean, and the fit, and the opportune, 
and the due, and with all those words, in short, which denote a 
mean or standard removed from the extremes. 

Y. Soc. Here are two vast divisions, embracing two very differ- 
ent spheres. 

Str. There are many accomplished men, Socrates, who say, be- 
lieving themselves to speak wisely, that the art of measurement 1s 
universal, and has to do with all things. And this means what we 
are now saying; for all things which come within the province of 
art do certainly in some sense partake of megsure. But these per- 
sons, because they are not accustomed to distinguish classes accord- 
ing to real forms, jumble together two widely different things, re- 
lation to one another, and to a standard, under the idea that they 
are the same, and also fall into the converse error of dividing other 
things not according to their real parts. Whereas the right way is, 
if a man has first seen the unity of things, to go on with the en- 
quiry and not desist until he has found all the differences contained 
in it which form distinct classes; nor again should he be able to 
rest contented with the manifold diversities which are seen in a 
multitude of things unti] he has comprehended all of them that 
have any affinity within the bounds of one similarity and embraced 
them within the reality of a single kind. But we have said enough 
on this head, and also of excess and defect; we have only to bear 
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in mind that two divisions of the art of measurement have been 
discovered which are concerned with them, and not forget what 
they are. 


IMITATIVE ART 
Definition and Criticism 


The famous passages in The Republic on art are addressed 
to the definition of imitation, its meaning and its inadequacy 
as a criterion. In the Sophist two kinds of imitation are dis- 
tinguished. Two passages from the Laws help us to understand 
the competition between the poet and the philosopher, which 
Plato sees as an inevitable part of the confusion about imi- 
tation. 


FROM The Republic 


(376%-402¢, with omissions; 595-608», with omissions ) 
BOOK II 


(Socrates, narrating his discussion with Adeimantus first and then 
Glaucon ) 

Come then, and let us pass a leisure hour in story-telling, and our 
story shall be the education of our heroes. 

By all means. 

And what shall be their education? Can we find a better than the 
traditional sort?—and this has two divisions, gymnastic for the 
body, and music for the soul. 

True. 

Shall we begin education with music, and go on to gymnastic 
afterwards? 

By all means. 

And when you speak of music, do you include literature or not? 

I do. 

And literature may be either true or false? 

Yes. 
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And the young should be trained in both kinds, and we begin 377 
with the false? 

I do not understand your meaning, he said. 

You know, I said, that we begin by telling children stories which, 
though not wholly destitute of truth, are in the main fictitious; and 
these stories are told them when they are not of an age to learn 
gymnastics. 

Very true. 

That was my meaning when I said that we must teach music 
before gymnastics. 

Quite right, he said. 

You know also that the beginning is the most important part of 
any work, especially in the case of a young and tender thing; for 
that is the time at which the character is being formed and the de- 
sired impression is more readily taken. 

Quite true. 

And shall we just carelessly allow children to hear any casual 
tales which may be devised by casual persons, and to receive into 
their minds ideas for the most part the very opposite of those which 
we should wish them to have when they are grown up? 

We cannot. 

Then the first thing will be to establish a censorship of the writ- 
ers of fiction, and let the censors receive any tale of fiction which is 
good, and reject the bad; and we will desire mothers and nurses to 
tell their children the authorised ones only. Let them fashion the 
mind with such tales, even more fondly than they mould the body 
with their hands; but most of those which are now in use must be 
discarded. 

Of what tales are you speaking? he said. 

You may find a model of the lesser in the greater, I said; for 
they are necessarily of the same type, and there is the same spirit 
in both of them. 

Very likely, he replied; but I do not as yet know what you would 
term the greater. 

Those, I said, which are narrated by Homer and Hesiod, and the 
rest of the poets, who have ever been the great story-tellers of man- 
kind. 

But which stories do you mean, he said; and what fault do you 
find with them? 

A fault which is most serious, I said; the fault of telling a lie, 
and, what is more, a bad lie. 
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But when is this fault committed? 

Whenever an erroneous representation is made of the nature of 
gods and heroes,—as when a painter paints a portrait not having 
the shadow of a likeness to the original. 

Yes, he said, that sort of thing is certainly very blameable; but 
what are the stories which you mean? 

First of all, I said, there was that greatest of all lies, in high 
places, which the poet told about Uranus, and which was a bad lie 
too,—I mean what Hesiod says that Uranus did, and how Cronus 
retaliated on him. The doings of Cronus, and the sufferings which 
in turn his son inflicted upon him, even if they were true, ought 
certainly not to be lightly told to young and thoughtless persons; 
if possible, they had better be buried in silence. But if there is an 
absolute necessity for their mention, a chosen few might hear them 
in a mystery, and they should sacrifice not a common [Eleusinian] 
pig, but some huge and unprocurable victim; and then the number 
of the hearers will be very few indeed. 

Why, yes, said he, those stories are extremely objectionable. 

Yes, Adeimantus, they are stories not to be repeated in our State; 
the young man should not be told that in committing the worst of 
crimes he is far from doing anything outrageous; and that even if 
he chastises his father wnen he does wrong, in whatever manner, 
he will only be following the example of the first and greatest 
among the gods. 

I entirely agree with you, he said; in my opinion those stories are 
quite unfit to be repeated. 

Neither, if we mean our future guardians to regard the habit of 
quarrelling among themselves as of all things the basest, should 
any word be said to them of the wars in heaven, and of the plots 
and fightings of the gods against one another, for they are not 
true. No, we shall never mention the battles of the giants, or let 
them be embroidered on garments; and we shall be silent about the 
innumerable other quarrels of gods and heroes with their friends 
and relatives. If they would only believe us we would tell them 
that quarrelling is unholy, and that never up to this time has there 
been any quarrel between citizens; this is what old men and old 
woman should begin by telling children; and when they grow up, 
the poets also should be told to compose for them in a similar 
spirit. But the narrative of Hephaestus binding Here his mother, 
or how on another occasion Zeus sent him flying for taking her 
part when she was being beaten, and all the battles of the gods in 
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Homer—these tales must not be admitted into our State, whether 
they are supposed to have an allegorical meaning or not. For a 
young person cannot judge what is allegorical and what is literal. 
anything that he receives into his mind at that age is likely to be- 
come indelible and unalterable; and therefore it is most important 
that the tales which the young first hear should be models of vir- 
tuous thoughts. 

There you are right, he replied; but if any one asks where are 
such models to be found and of what tales are you speaking—how 
shall we answer him? 

I said to him, You and I, Adeimantus, at this moment are not 379 
poets, but founders of a State: now the founders of a State ought 
to know the general forms in which poets should cast their tales, 
and the limits which must be observed by them, but to make the 
tales is not their business. 

Very true, he said; but what are these forms of theology which 
you mean? 

Something of this kind, I replied:—God is always to be repre- 
sented as he truly is, whatever be the sort of poetry, epic, lyric or 
tragic, in which the representation is given. 

Right. 

And is he not truly good? and must he not be represented as; 
such? 

Certainly. 

And no good thing 1s hurtful? 

No, indeed. 

And that which is not hurtful hurts not? 

Certainly not. 

And that which hurts not does no evil? 

No. 

And can that which does no evil be a cause of evil? 

Impossible. 

And the good is advantageous? 

Yes. 

And therefore the cause of well-being? 

Yes. 

It follows therefore that the good is not the cause of all things, 
but of the good only? 

Assuredly. 

Then God, if he be good, is not the author of all things, as the 
many assert, but he is the cause of a few things only, and not of 
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most things that occur to men. For few are the goods of human 
life, and many are the evils, and the good is to be attributed to God 
ooo of the evils the causes are to be sought elsewhere, and not in 
im. 
That appears to me to be most true, he said. 
Then we must not listen to Homer or to any other poet who is 
guilty of the folly of saying that two casks 


‘Lie at the threshold of Zeus, full of lots, one of good, the 
other of evil lots,’ 


and that he to whom Zeus gives a mixture of the two 
‘Sometimes meets with evil fortune, at other times with good;’ 
but that he to whom is given the cup of unmingled ill, 
‘Him wild hunger drives o’er the beauteous earth.’ 
And again— 
‘Zeus, who is the dispenser of good and evil to us.’ 


And if any one asserts that the violation of oaths and treaties, 
which was really the work of Pandarus, was brought about by 
Athene and Zeus, or that the strife and contention of the gods was 
instigated by Themis and Zeus, he shall not have our approval, 
neither will we allow our young men to hear the words of Aeschy- 
lus, that 


‘God plants guilt among men when he desires utterly to de- 
stroy a house.’ 


And if a poet writes of the sufferings of Niobe—the subject of the 
tragedy in which these iambic verses occur—or of the house of 
Pelops, or of the Trojan war or on any similar theme, either we 
must not permit him to say that these are the works of God, or if 
they are of God, he must devise some explanation of them such as 
we are seeking; he must say that God did what was just and night, 
and they were the better for being punished; but that those who 
are punished are miserable, and that God is the author of their 
misery—the poet is not to be permitted to say; though he may say 
that the wicked are miserable because they require to be pun- 
ished, and are benefited by receiving punishment from God; but 
that God being good is the author of evil to any one is to be stren- 
uously denied, and not to be said or sung or heard in verse or prose 
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by any one whether old or young in any well-ordered common- 
wealth. Such a fiction is suicidal, ruinous, impious. 

I agree with you, he replied, and am ready to give my.assent to 
the law. 

Let this then be one of our rules and principles concerning the 
gods, to which our poets and reciters will be expected to conform 
—that God is not the author of all things, but of good only. 
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And what do you think of a second principle? Shall I ask you 
whether God is a magician, and of a nature to appear insidiously 
now in one shape, and now in another—sometimes himself chang- 
ing and passing into many forms, sometimes deceiving us with the 
semblance of such transformations; or is he one and the same im- 
mutably fixed in his own proper image? 


Well, but can you imagine that God will be willing to he, 
whether in word or deed, or to put forth a phantom of himself? 

I cannot say, he replied. 

Do you not know, I said, that the true lie, if such an expression 
may be allowed, is hated of gods and men? 

What do you mean? he said. 

J mean that no one is willingly deceived in that which is the 
truest and highest part of himself, or about the truest and highest 
matters; there, above all, he is most afraid of a lie having posses- 
sion of him. 

Still, he said, I do not comprehend you. 

The reason is, I replied, that you attribute some profound mean- 
ing to my words; but I am only saying that deception, or being de- 
ceived or uninformed about the highest realities in the highest part 
of themselves, which is the soul, and in that part of them to have 
and to hold the lie, is what mankind least like;—that, I say, is 
what they utterly detest. 

There is nothing more hateful to them. 

And, as I was just now remarking, this ignorance in the soul of 
him who is deceived may be called the true lie; for the lie in words 
is only a kind of imitation and shadowy image of a previous affec- 
tion of the soul, not pure unadulterated falsehood. Am I not right? 

Perfectly nght. 

The true lie is hated not only by the gods, but also by men? 
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Yes. 

Whereas the lie in words is in certain cases useful and not hate- 
ful; in dealing with enemies—that would be an instance; or again, 
when those whom we call our friends in a fit of madness or illusion 
are going to do some harm, then it is useful and is a sort of medi- 
cine or preventive; also in the tales of mythology, of which we were 
yust now speaking—because we do not know the truth about an- 
cient times, we make falsehood as much like truth as we can, and 
so tum it to account. 

Very true, he said. 

But can any of these reasons apply to God? Can we suppose that 
he is ignorant of antiquity, and therefore has recourse to invention? 

That would be ridiculous, he said. 

‘Then the lying poet has no place in our idea of God? 

I should say not. 

Or perhaps he may tell a lie because he is afraid of enemies? 

That 1s inconceivable. 

But he may have friends who are senseless or mad? 

But no mad or senseless person can be a friend of God. 

Then no motive can be imagined why God should lie? 

None whatever. 

Then the superhuman and divine is absolutely incapable of 
falsehood? 

Yes. 

Then is God perfectly simple and true both in word and deed; 
he changes not; he deceives not, either by sign or word, by dream 
or waking vision. 

Your thoughts, he said, are the reflection of my own. 

‘You agree with me then, I said, that this is the second type or 
form in which we should write and speak about divine things. ‘The 
gods are not magicians who transform themselves, neither do they 
deceive mankind in any way. 
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BOOK III 


Such then, I said, are our principles of theology—some tales are to 
be told, and others are not to be told to our disciples from their 
youth upwards, if we mean them to honour the gods and their par- 
ents, and to value friendship with one another. 

Yes; and I think that our principles are right, he said. 
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But if they are to be courageous, must they not learn other les- 
sons besides these, and lessons of such a kind as will take away the 
fear of death? Can any man be courageous who has the fear of 
death in him? 

Certainly not, he said. 

And can he be fearless of death, or will he choose death in bat- 
tle rather than defeat and slavery, who believes the world below to 
be real and terrible? 

Impossible. 

Then we must assume a control over the narrators of this class. 
of tales as well as over the others, and beg them not simply to re- 
vile, but rather to commend the world below, intimating to them 
that their descriptions are untrue, and will do harm to our future 
walTtiors. 

That will be our duty, he said. 


Also we shall have to reject all the terrible and appalling names 
which describe the world below—Cocytus and Styx, ghosts under 
the earth, and sapless shades, and any similar words of which the 
very mention causes a shudder to pass through the inmost soul of 
him who hears them. I do not say that these horrible stories may 
not have a use of some kind; but there is a danger that the nerves 
of our guardians may be rendered too excitable and effeminate by 
them. 

There is a real danger, he said. 

Then we must have no more of them. 

True. 

Another and a nobler strain must be composed and sung by.us. 

Clearly. 

And shall we proceed to get rid of the weepings and wailings of 
famous men? 

They will go with the rest. 

But shall we be right in getting rid of them? Reflect: our prin- 
ciple is that the good man will not consider death terrible to any 
other good man who is his comrade, 

Yes; that is our principle. 

And therefore he will not sorrow for his departed friend as 
though he had suffered anything terrible? 

He will not. 

Such an one, as we further maintain, is sufficient for himself and 
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his own happiness, and therefore is least in need of other men. 

True, he said. 

And for this reason the loss of a son or brother, or the depriva- 
tion of fortune, is to him of all men least terrible. 

Assuredly. 

And therefore he will be least likely to lament, and will bear with 
the greatest equanimity any misfortune of this sort which may be- 
fall him. 

Yes, he will feel such a misfortune far less than another. 

Then we shall be right in getting nd of the lamentations of fa- 
mous men, and making them over to women (and not even to 
women who are good for anything), or to men of a baser sort, that 
those who are being educated by us to be the defenders of their 
country may scorn to do the like. 


ee 08 8&® @ 


For if, my sweet Adeimantus, our youth seriously listen to such un- 
worthy representations of the gods, instead of laughing at them as 
they ought, hardly will any of them deem that he himself, being 
but a man, can be dishonoured by similar actions; neither will he 
rebuke any inclination which may arise in his mind to say and do 
the like. And instead of having any shame or self-control, he will 
be always whining and lamenting on slight occasions. 

Yes, he said, that is most true. 

Yes, I replied; but that surely is what ought not to be, as the 
argument has just proved to us; and by that proof we must abide 
until it is disproved by a better. 

It ought not to be. 

Neither ought our guardians to be given to laughter. For a fit of 
laughter which has been indulged to excess almost always produces 
a violent reaction. | 

So I believe. 

Then persons of worth, even if only mortal men, must not be 
represented as overcome by laughter, and still less must such a 
representation of the gods be allowed. 

Still less of the gods, as you say, he replied. 

Then we shall not suffer such an expression to be used about the 
gods as that of Homer when he describes how 


‘Inextinguishable laughter arose among the blessed gods, 
when they saw Hephaestus bustling about the mansion.’ 
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On your views, we must not admit them. 

On my views, if you like to father them on me; that we must 
not admit them is certain. 

Again, truth should be highly valued; if, as we were saying, a lie 
is useless to the gods, and useful only as a medicine to men, then 
the use of such medicines should be restricted to physicians; pri- 
vate individuals have no business with them. 

Clearly not, he said. 

Then if any one at all is to have the privilege of lying, the rulers 
of the State should be the persons; and they, in their dealings 
either with enemies or with their own citizens, may be allowed to 
lie for the public good. But nobody else should meddle with any- 
thing of the kind; and although the rulers have this privilege, for a 
private man to lie to them in return is to be deemed a more heinous 
fault than for the patient or the pupil of a gymnasium not to speak 
the truth about his own bodily illnesses to the physician or to the 
trainer, or for a sailor not to tell the captatn what is happening 
about the ship and the rest of the crew, and how things are going 
with himself or his fellow sailors. 


e e@ 8 #@ @ 


But now that we are determining what classes of subjects are or 
are not to be spoken of, let us see whether any have been omitted 
by us. The manner in which gods and demigods and heroes and the 
world below should be treated has been already laid down. 

Very true. 

And what shall we say about men? That is clearly the remain- 
ing portion of our subject. 

Clearly so. 

But we are not in a condition to answer this question at present, 
my friend. 

Why not? 

Because, if I am not mistaken, we shall have to say that about 
men poets and story-tellers are guilty of making the gravest mis- 
statements when they tell us that wicked men are often happy, and 
the good miserable; and that injustice is profitable when unde- 
tected, but that justice is a man’s own loss and another's gain— 
these things we shall forbid them to utter, and command them to 
sing and say the opposite. 

To be sure we shall, he replied. 

But if you admit that I am right in this, then I shall maintain 
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that you have implied the principle for which we have been all 
along contending. 

I grant the truth of your inference. 

That such things are or are not to be said about men is a ques- 
tion which we cannot determine until we have discovered what 
justice is, and how naturally advantageous to the possessor, whether 
he seems to be just or not. 

Most true, he said. 

Enough of the subjects of poetry: let us now speak of the style; 
and when this has been considered, both matter and manner will 
have been completely treated. 

I do not understand what you mean, said Adeimantus. 

Then I must make you understand; and perhaps I may be more 
intelligible if I put the matter in this way. You are aware, I sup- 
pose, that all mythology and poetry is a narration of events, either 
past, present, or to come? 

Certainly, he replied. 

And narration may be either simple narration, or imitation, or a 
union of the two? 

That again, he said, I do not quite understand. 

J fear that I must be a ridiculous teacher when I have so 
much difficulty in making myself apprehended. Like a bad speaker, 
therefore, I will not take the whole of the subject, but will break a 
piece off in illustration of my meaning. You know the first lines of 
the Iliad, in which the poet says that Chryses prayed Agamemnon 
to release his daughter, and that Agamemnon flew into a passion 
with him; whereupon Chryses, failing of his object, invoked the 
anger of the God against the Achaeans, Now as far as these lines, 


‘And he prayed all the Greeks, but especially the two sons 
of Atreus, the chiefs of the people,’ 


the poet is speaking in his own person; he never leads us to sup- 
pose that he is any one else. But in what follows he takes the per- 
son of Chryses, and then he does all that he can to make us believe 
that the speaker is not Homer, but the aged priest himself. And in 
this double form he has cast the entire narrative of the events 
which occurred at Troy and in Ithaca and throughout the Odyssey. 

Yes. 

And a narrative it remains both in the speeches which the poet 
recites from time to time and in the intermediate passages? 

Quite true. 
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But when the poet speaks in the person of another, may we not 
say that he assimilates his style to that of the person who, as he 
informs you, is going to speak? 

Certainly. 

And this assimiliation of himself to another, either by the use 
of voice or gesture, is the imitation of the person whose character 
he assumes? 

Of course. 

Then in this case the narrative of the poet may be said to pro- 
ceed by way of imitation? 

Very true. 

Or, if the poet everywhere appears and never conceals himself, 
then again the imitation is dropped, and his poetry becomes sim- 
ple narration. However, in order that I may make my meaning 
quite clear, and that you may no more say, ‘I don’t understand,’ I 
will show how the change might be effected. If Homer had said, 
“The priest came, having his daughter’s ransom in his hands, sup- 
plicating the Achaeans, and above all the kings;’ and then if, in- 
stead of speaking in the person of Chryses, he had continued in 
his own person, the words would have been, not imitation, but 
simple narration. 
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. . - Poetry and mythology are, in some cases, wholly imitative— 
instances of this are supplied by tragedy and comedy; there is like- 
wise the opposite style, in which the poet is the only speaker—of 
this the dithyramb affords the best example; and the combination 
of both is found in epic, and in several other styles of poetry. Da 
I take you with me? 

Yes, he said; I see now what you meant. 

I will ask you to remember also what I began by saying, that we 
had done with the subject and might proceed to the style. 

Yes, I remember. 

In saying this, I intended to imply that we must come to an 
understanding about the mimetic art,—whether the poets, in nar- 
rating their stories, are to be allowed by us to imitate, and if so. 
whether in whole or in part, and if the latter, in what parts; or 
should all imitation be prohibited? 

You mean, I suspect, to ask whether tragedy and comedy shall 
be admitted into our State? 

Yes, I said; but there may be more than this in question: I really 
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do not know as yet, but whither the argument may blow, thither 
WE go. 

And go we will, he said. 

Then, Adeimantus, let me ask you whether our guardians ought 
to be imitators; or rather, has not this question been decided by the 
rule already laid down that one man can only do one thing well, 
and not many; and that if he attempt many, he will altogether fail 
of gaining much reputation in any? 

Certainly. 

And this is equally true of imitation; no one man can imitate 
many things as well as he would imitate a single one? 

He cannot. 

Then the same person will hardly be able to play a serious part 
in life, and at the same time to be an imitator and imitate many 
other parts as well; for even when two species of imitation are 
neatly allied, the same persons cannot succeed in both, as, for ex- 
ample, the writers of tragedy and comedy—did you not just now 
call them imitations? 

Yes, I did; and you are right in thinking that the same persons 
cannot succeed in both. 

Any more than they can be rhapsodists and actors at once? 

True. 

Neither are comic and tragic actors the same; yet all these things 
are but imitations. 

They are so. 

And human nature, Adeimantus, appears to have been coined 
into yet smaller pieces, and to be as incapable of imitating many 
things well, as of performing well the actions of which the imita- 
tions are copies. 

Quite true, he replied. 

If then we adhere to our original notion and bear in mind that 
our guardians, setting aside every other business, are to dedicate 
themselves wholly to the maintenance of freedom in the State, 
making this their craft, and engaging in no work which does not 
bear on this end, they ought not to practise or imitate anything 
else; if they imitate at all, they should imitate from youth upward 
only those characters which are suitable to their profession—the 
courageous, temperate, holy, free, and the like; but they should not 
depict or be skilful at imitating any kind of illiberality or baseness, 
Jest from imitation they should come to be what they imitate. Did 
you never observe how imitations, beginning in early youth and 


PLATO /21 


continuing far into life, at length grow into habits and become a 
second nature, affecting body, voice, and mind? 

Yes, certainly, he said. 

Then, I said, we will not allow those for whom we profess a care 
and of whom we say that they ought to be good men, to imitate a 
woman, whether young or old, quarrelling with her husband, or 
striving and vaunting against the gods in conceit of her happiness, 
or when she is in affliction, or sorrow, or weeping; and certainly 
not one who is in sickness, love, or labour. 

Very right, he said. 

Neither must they represent slaves, male or female, performing 
the offices of slaves? 

They must not. 

And surely not bad men, whether cowards or any others, who 
do the reverse of what we have just been prescribing, who scold or 
mock or revile one another in drink or out of drink, or who in any 
other manner sin against themselves and their neighbours in word 
or deed, as the manner of such is. Neither should they be trained 
to imitate the action or speech of men or women who are mad or 
bad; for madness, like vice, is to be known but not to be practised 
or imitated. 

Very true, he replied. 

Neither may they imitate smiths or other artificers, or oarsmen, 
or boatswains, or the like? 

How can they, he said, when they are not allowed to apply their 
minds to the callings of any of these? 

Nor may they imitate the neighing of horses, the bellowing of 
bulls, the murmur of rivers and roll of the ocean, thunder, and all 
that sort of thing? 

Nay, he said, if madness be forbidden, neither may they copy 
the behaviour of madmen. 

You mean, I said, if I understand you aright, that there is one 
sort of narrative style which may be employed by a truly good man 
when he has anything to say, and that another sort will be used by 
a man of an opposite character and education. 

And which are these two sorts? he asked. 

Suppose, I answered, that a just and good man in the course of 
a narration comes on some saying or action of another good man,— 
I should imagine that he will like to personate him, and will not 
be ashamed of this sort of imitation: he will be most ready to play 
the part of the good man when he is acting firmly and wisely; in a 
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less degree when he is overtaken by illness or love or drink, or has 
met with any other disaster. But when he comes to a character 
which is unworthy of him, he will not make a study of that; he will 
disdain such a person, and will assume his likeness, if at all, for a 
moment only when he is performing some good action; at other 
times he will be ashamed to play a part which he has never prac- 
tised, nor will he like to fashion and frame himself after the baser 
models; he feels the employment of such an art, unless in jest, to 
be beneath him, and his mind revolts at it. 

So I should expect, he replied. 

Then he will adopt a mode of narration such as we have illus- 
trated out of Homer, that is to say, his style will be both imitative 
and narrative; but there will be very little of the former, and a 
great deal of the latter. Do you agree? 

Certainly, he said; that is the model which such a speaker must 
necessarily take. 

But there is another sort of character who will narrate anything, 
and, the worse he is, the more unscrupulous he will be; nothing will 
be too bad for him: and he will be ready to imitate anything, not 
as a joke, but in right good earnest, and before a large company. 
As I was just now saying, he will attempt to represent the roll of 
thunder, the noise of wind and hail, or the creaking of wheels, and 
pulleys, and the various sounds of flutes, pipes, trumpets, and all 
sorts of instruments: he will bark like a dog, bleat like a sheep, or 
crow like a cock; his entire art will consist in imitation of voice 
and gesture, and there will be very little narration. 

That, he said, will be his mode of speaking. 

These, then, are the two kinds of style? 

Yes. 

And you would agree with me in saying that one of them is sim- 
ple and has but slight changes; and if the harmony and rhythm 
are also chosen for their simplicity, the result is that the speaker, if 
he speaks correctly, is always pretty much the same in style, and 
he will keep within the limits of a single harmony (for the changes 
are not great), and in like manner he will make use of nearly the 
same thythm? 

That is quite true, he said. 

Whereas the other requires all sorts of harmonies and all sorts 
of rhythms, if the music and the style are to correspond, because 
the style has all sorts of changes. 
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That is also perfectly true, he replied. 

And do not the two styles, or the mixture of the two, compre- 
hend all poetry, and every form of expression in words? No one can 
say anything except in one or other of them or in both together. 

They include all, he said. 

And shall we receive into our State all the three styles, or one 
only of the two unmixed styles? or would you include the mixed? 

I should prefer only to admit the pure imitator of virtue. 

Yes, I said, Adeimantus; but the mixed style is also very charm- 
ing: and indeed the pantomimic, which is the opposite of the one 
chosen by you, is the most popular style with children and their at- 
tendants, and with the world in general. 

I do not deny it. 

But I suppose you would argue that such a style is unsuitable to 
our State, in which human nature is not twofold or manifold, for 
one man plays one part only? 

Yes; quite unsuitable. 

And this is the reason why in our State, and in our State only, 
we shall find a shoemaker to be a shoemaker and not a pilot also, 
and a husbandman to be a husbandman and not a dicast also, and 
a soldier a soldier and not a trader also, and the same throughout? 

True, he said. 

And therefore when any one of these pantomimic gentlemen, 
who are so clever that they can imitate anything, comes to us, and 
makes a proposal to exhibit himself and his poetry, we will fall 
down and worship him as a sweet and holy and wonderful being; 
but we must also inform him that in our State such as he are not 
permitted to exist; the law will not allow them. And so when we 
have anointed him with myrrh, and set a garland of wool upon his 
head, we shall send him away to another city. For we mean to em- 
ploy for our souls’ health the rougher and severer poet or story- 
teller, who will imitate the style of the virtuous only, and will fol- 
low those models which we prescribed at first when we began the 
education of our soldiers. 

We certainly will, he said, if we have the power. 

Then now, my friend, I said, that part of music or literary edu- 
cation which relates to the story or myth may be considered to be 
finished; for the matter and manner have both been discussed. 

I think so too, he said. 

Next in order will follow melody and song. 
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That is obvious. 

Every one can see already what we ought to say about them, if 
we are to be consistent with ourselves. 

I fear, said Glaucon, laughing, that the word ‘every one’ hardly 
includes me, for I cannot at the moment say what they should be; 
though I may guess. 

At any rate you can tell that a song or ode has three parts—the 
words, the melody, and the rhythm; that degree of knowledge I 
may presuppose? 

Yes, he said; so much as that you may. 

And as for the words, there will surely be no difference between 
words which are and which are not set to music; both will conform 
to the same laws, and these have been already determined by us? 

Yes. 

And the melody and rhythm will depend upon the words? 

Certainly. 

We were saying, when we spoke of the subject-matter, that we 
had no need of Jamentations and strains of sorrow? 

True. 

And which are the harmonies expressive of sorrow? You are mu- 
sical, and can tell me. 

The harmonies which you mean are the mixed or tenor Lydian, 
and the full-toned or bass Lydian, and such like. 

These then, I said, must be banished; even to women who have 
a character to maintain they are of no use, and much less to men. 

Certainly. 

In the next place, drunkenness and softness and indolence are 
utterly unbecoming the character of our guardians. 

Utterly unbecoming. 

And which are the soft or drinking harmonies? 

The Ionian, he replied, and the Lydian; they are termed 
‘relaxed.’ 

Well, and are these of any military use? 

Quite the reverse, he replied; and if so the Dorian and the 
Phrygian are the only ones which you have left. 

I answered: Of the harmonies I know nothing, but I want to 
have one warlike, to sound the note or accent which a brave man 
utters in the hour of danger and stern resolve, or when his cause 1s 
failing, and he is going to wounds or death or is overtaken by some 
other evil, and at every such crisis meets the blows of fortune with 
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firm step and a determination to endure; and another to be used 
by him in times of peace and freedom of action, when there is no 
pressure of necessity, and he is seeking to persuade God by prayer, 
or man by instruction and admonition, or on the other hand, when 
he is expressing his willingness to yield to persuasion or entreaty 
or admonition, and which represents him when by prudent conduct 
he has attained his end, not carried away by his success, but act- 
ing moderately and wisely under the circumstances, and acquiesc- 
ing in the event. These two harmonies I ask you to leave; the 
strain of necessity and the strain of freedom, the strain of the un- 
fortunate and the strain of the fortunate, the strain of courage, and 
the strain of temperance; these, I say, leave. 

And these, he replied, are the Dorian and Phrygian harmonies of 
which I was just now speaking. 

Then, I said, if these and these only are to be used in our songs 
and melodies, we shall not want multiplicity of notes or a panhar- 
monic scale? 

I suppose not. 

Then we shall not maintain the artificers of lyres with three 
corners and complex scales, or the makers of any other many- 
stringed curiously-harmonised instruments? 

Certainly not. 

But what do you say to flute-makers and flute-players? Would 
you admit them into our State when you reflect that in this compo- 
site use of harmony the flute is worse than all the stringed instru- 
ments put together; even the panharmonic music is only an imt- 
tation of the flute? 

Clearly not. 

There remain then only the lyre and the harp for use in the city, 
and the shepherds may have a pipe in the country. 

That is surely the conclusion to be drawn from the argument. 

The preferring of Apollo and his instruments to Marsyas and his 
instruments is not at all strange, I said. 

Not at all, he replied. 

And so, by the dog of Egypt, we have been unconsciously purging 
the State, which not long ago we termed luxurious. 

And we have done wisely, he replied. 

Then let us now finish the purgation, I said. Next in order to 
harmonies, rhythms will naturally follow, and they should be sub- 
ject to the same rules, for we ought not to seek out complex sys- 


qo 


26/ Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


tems of metre, or metres of every kind, but rather to discover what 
thythms are the expressions of a courageous and harmonious life; 
and when we have found them, we shall adapt the foot and the 
melody to words having a like spirit, not the words to the foot 
and melody. To say what these rhythms are will be your duty—you 
must teach me them, as you have already taught me the harmonies. 

But, indeed, he replied, I cannot tell you. I only know that there 
are some three principles of rhythm out of which metrical sys- 
tems are framed, just as in sounds there are four notes out of which 
all the harmonies are composed; that is an observation which I 
have made. But of what sort of lives they are severally the imita- 
tions I am unable to say. 

Then, I said, we must take Damon into our counsels; and he 
will tell us what rhythms are expressive of meanness, or insolence, 
or fury, or other unworthiness, and what are to be reserved for the 
expression of opposite feelings. And I think that I have an indis- 
tinct recollection of his mentioning a complex Cretic rhythm; also 
a dactylic or heroic, and he arranged them in some manner which 
I do not quite understand, making the rhythms equal in the rise 
and fall of the foot, long and short alternating; and, unless I am 
mistaken, he spoke of an iambic as well as of a trochaic rhythm, 
and assigned to them short and long quantities.1 Also in some cases 
he appeared to praise or censure the movement of the foot quite as 
much as the rhythm; or perhaps a combination of the two; for I 
am not certain what he meant. These matters, however, as I was 
saying, had better be referred to Damon himself, for the analysis 
of the subject would be difficult, you know? 

Rather so, I should say. 

But there is no difficulty in seeing that grace or the absence of 
grace is an effect of good or bad rhythm. 

None at all. 

And also that good and bad rhythm naturally assimilate to a 
good and bad style; and that harmony and discord in like manner 
follow style; for our principle is that rhythm and harmony are 
regulated by the words, and not the words by them. 


1 Socrates expresses himself carelessly in accordance with his assumed ignor- 
ance of the details of the subject. In the first part of the sentence he appears to 
be speaking of paeonic rhythms which are in the ratio of 34; in the second part, 
of dactylic and anapaestic rhythms, which are in the ratio of 4; in the last 
clause, of iambic and trochaic rhythms, which are in the ratio of 4% or 4. 
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Just so, he said, they should follow the words. 

And will not the words and the character of the style depend 
on the temper of the soul? 

Yes. 

And everything else on the style? 

Yes. 

Then beauty of style and harmony and grace and good rhythm 
depend on simplicity,—I mean the true simplicity of a rightly and 
nobly ordered mind and character, not that other simplicity which 
is only an euphemism for folly? 

Very true, he replied. 

And if our youth are to do their work in life, must they not make 
these graces and harmonies their perpetual aim? 

They must. 

And surely the art of the painter and every other creative and 
constructive art are full of them,—weaving, embroidery, architec- 
ture, and every kind of manufacture; also nature, animal and 
vegetable,—in all of them there is grace or the absence of grace. 
And ugliness and discord and inharmonious motion are nearly allied 
to ill words and ill nature, as grace and harmony are the twin sisters 
of goodness and virtue and bear their likeness. 

That is quite true, he said. 

But shall our superintendence go no further, and are the poets 
only to be required by us to express the image of the good in their 
works, on pain, if they do anything else, of expulsion from our 
State? Or is the same control to be extended to other artists, and 
are they also to be prohibited from exhibiting the opposite forms 
of vice and intemperance and meanness and indecency in sculpture 
and building and the other creative arts; and is he who cannot con- 
form to this rule of ours to be prevented from practising his art in 
our State, lest the taste of our citizens be corrupted by him? We 
would not have our guardians grow up amid images of moral de- 
formity, as in some noxious pasture, and there browse and feed 
upon many a baneful herb and flower day by day, little by little, 
until they silently gather a festering mass of corruption in their 
own soul. Let our artists rather be those who are gifted to discern 
the true nature of the beautiful and graceful; then will our youth 
dwell in a land of health, amid fair sights and sounds, and receive 
the good in everything; and beauty, the effluence of fair works, 
shall flow into the eye and ear, like a health-giving breeze from a 
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purer region, and insensibly draw the soul from earliest years into 
likeness and sympathy with the beauty of reason. 

There can be no nobler training than that, he replied. 

And therefore, I said, Glaucon, musical training is a more po- 
tent instrument than any other, because rhythm and harmony find 
their way into the inward places of the soul, on which they mightily 
fasten, imparting grace, and making the soul of him who is rightly 
educated graceful, or of him who is ill-educated ungraceful; and 
also because he who has received this true education of the inner 
being will most shrewdly perceive omissions or faults in art and 
nature, and with a true taste, while he praises and rejoices over 
and receives into his soul the good, and becomes noble and good, 
he will justly blame and hate the bad, now in the days of his youth, 
even before he is able to know the reason why; and when reason 
comes he will recognise and salute the friend with whom his edu- 
cation has made him long familiar. 

Yes, he said, I quite agree with you in thinking that our youth 
should be trained in music and on the grounds which you mention. 

Just as in learning to read, I said, we were satished when we 
knew the letters of the alphabet, which are very few, in all their re- 
curring sizes and combinations; not slighting them as unimportant 
whether they occupy a space large or small, but everywhere eager 
to make them out; and not thinking ourselves perfect in the art of 
reading until we recognise them wherever they are found: 

True— 

Or, as we recognise the reflection of letters in the water, or in a 
mirror, only when we know the letters themselves; the same art and 
study giving us the knowledge of both: 

Exactly— 

Even so, as I maintain, neither we nor our guardians, whom we 
have to educate, can ever become musical until we and they know 
the essential forms, in all their combinations, and can recognise 
them and their images wherever they are found, not slighting them 
either in small things or great, but believing them all to be within 
the sphere of one art and study. 

Most assuredly. 

And when a beautiful soul harmonises with a beautiful form, 
and the two are cast in one mould, that will be the fairest of sights 
to him who has an eye to see it? 

The fairest indeed. 

And the fairest is also the loveliest? 
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That may be assumed. 

And the man who has the spirit of harmony will be most in love 
with the loveliest; but he will not love him who is of an inharmo- 
nious soul? 

That is true, he replied, if the deficiency be in his soul; but if 
there be any merely bodily defect in another he will be patient of 
it, and will love all the same. 

I perceive, I said, that you have or have had experiences of this 
sort, and I agree. But let me ask you another question: Has excess 
of pleasure any affinity to temperance? 

How can that be? he replied; pleasure deprives a man of the 
use of his faculties quite as much as pain. 

Or any affinity to virtue in general? 

None whatever. 

Any afhinity to wantonness and intemperance? 

Yes, the greatest. 

And is there any greater or keener pleasure than that of sensual 
love? 

No, nor a madder. 

Whereas true love is a love of beauty and order—temperate and 
harmonious? 

Quite true, he said. 

Then no intemperance or madness should be allowed to approach 
true love? 

Certainly not. 

Then mad or intemperate pleasure must never be allowed to 
come near the lover and his beloved; neither of them can have any 
part in it if their love is of the right sort? 

No, indeed, Socrates, it must never come near them. 

Then I suppose that in the city which we are founding you 
would make a law to the effect that a friend should use no other fa- 
miliarity to his love than a father would use to his son, and then 
only for a noble purpose, and he must first have the other’s con- 
sent; and this rule is to limit him in all his intercourse, and he is 
never to be seen going further, or, if he exceeds, he is to be deemed 
guilty of coarseness and bad taste. 

I quite agree, he said. 

Thus much of music, which makes a fair ending; for what should 
be the end of music if not the love of beauty? 

I agree, he said. 
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BOOK X 


Of the many excellences which I perceive in the order of our 
State, there is none which upon reflection pleases me better than 
the rule about poetry. 

To what do you refer? 

To the rejection of imitative poetry, which certainly ought not 
to be received; as I see far more clearly now that the parts of the 
soul have been distinguished. 

What do you mean? 

Speaking in confidence, for I should not like to have my words 
repeated to the tragedians and the rest of the imitative tnbe—but | 
do not mind saying to you, that all poetical imitations are ruinous 
to the understanding of the hearers, and that the knowledge of their 
true nature is the only antidote to them. 

Explain the purport of your remark. 

Well, I will tell you, although I have always from my earliest 
youth had an awe and love of Homer, which even now makes the 
words falter on my lips, for he is the great captain and teacher of 
the whole of that charming tragic company; but a man is not to 
be reverenced more than the truth, and therefore I will speak out. 

Very good, he said. 

Listen to me then, or rather, answer me. 

Put your question. 

Can you tell me what imitation is? for I really do not know. 

A likely thing, then, that I should know. 

Why not? for the duller eye may often see a thing sooner than 
the keener. 

Very true, he said; but in your presence, even if I had any faint 
notion, I could not muster courage to utter it. Will you enquire 
yourself? 

Well then, shall we begin the enquiry in our usual manner: 
Whenever a number of individuals have a common name, we as- 
sume them to have also a corresponding idea or form:—do you un- 
derstand me? 

I do. 

Let us take any common instance; there are beds and tables in 
the world—plenty of them, are there not? 

Yes. 
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But there are only two ideas or forms of them—one the idea of 
a bed, the other of a table. 

True, 

And the maker of either of them makes a bed or he makes a 
table for our use, in accordance with the idea—that is our way of 
speaking in this and similar instances—but no artificer makes the 
ideas themselves: how could he? 

Impossible. 

And there is another artist,—I should like to know what you 
would say of him. 

Who is he? 

One who is the maker of all the works of all other workmen. 

What an extraordinary man! 

Wait a little, and there will be more reason for your saying so. 
For this is he who is able to make not only vessels of every kind, 
but plants and animals, himself and all other things—the earth and 
heaven, and the things which are in heaven or under the earth, he 
makes the gods also. 

He must be a wizard and no mistake. 

Oh! you are incredulous, are you? Do you mean that there is no 
such maker or creator, or that in one sense there might be a maker 
of all these things but in another not? Do you see that there is a 
way in which you could make them all yourself? 

What way? 

An easy way enough; or rather, there are many ways in which 
the feat might be quickly and easily accomplished, none quicker 
than that of turning a mirror round and round—you would soon 
enough make the sun and the heavens, and the earth and yourself, 
and other animals and plants, and all the other things of which we 
were just now speaking, in the mirror. 

Yes, he said; but they would be appearances only. 

Very good, I said, you are coming to the point now. And the 
painter too is, as I conceive, just such another—a creator of ap- 
pearances, 1s he not? 

Of course. 

But then I suppose you will say that what he creates is untrue. 
And yet there is a sense in which the painter also creates a bed? 

Yes, he said, but not a real bed. 

And what of the maker of the bed? were you not saying that he 
too makes, not the idea which, according to our view, is the es- 
sence of the bed, but only a particular bed? 
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Yes, I did. 

Then if he does not make that which exists he cannot make true 
existence, but only some semblance of existence; and if any one 
were to say that the work of the maker of the bed, or of any other 
workman, has real existence, he could hardly be supposed to be 
speaking the truth. 

At any rate, he replied, philosophers would say that he was not 
speaking the truth. 

No wonder, then, that his work too is an indistinct expression of 
truth. 

No wonder. 

Suppose now that by the light of the examples just offered we 
enquire who this imitator is? 

If you please. 

Well then, here are three beds: one existing in nature, which is 
made by God, as I think that we may say—for no one else can be 
the maker? 

No. 

There is another which is the work of the carpenter? 

Yes. 

And the work of the painter is a third? 

Yes. 

Beds, then, are of three kinds, and there are three artists who 
superintend them: God, the maker of the bed, and the painter? 

Yes, there are three of them. 

God, whether from choice or from necessity, made one bed in na- 
ture and one only; two or more such ideal beds neither ever have 
been nor ever will be made by God. 

Why is that? 

Because even if He had made but two, a third would still appear 
behind them which both of them would have for their idea, and 
that would be the ideal bed and not the two others. 

Very true, he said. 

God knew this, and He desired to be the real maker of a real 
bed, not a particular maker of a particular bed; and therefore He 
created a bed which is essentially and by nature one only. 

So we believe. 

Shall we, then, speak of Him as the natural author or maker of 
the bed? 

Yes, he replied; inasmuch as by the natural process of creation 
He is the author of this and of all other things. 


PLATO / 33 


And what shall we say of the carpenter—is not he also the maker 
of the bed? 

Yes. 

But would you call the painter a creator and maker? 

Certainly not. 

Yet if he is not the maker, what is he in relation to the bed? 

I think, he said, that we may fairly designate him as the imi- 
tator of that which the others make. 

Good, I said; then you call him who is third in the descent from 
nature an imitator? 

Certainly, he said. 

And the tragic poet is an imitator, and therefore, like all other 
imitators, he is thrice removed from the king and from the truth? 

That appears to be so. 

Then about the imitator we are agreed. And what about the 
painter?—I would like to know whether he may be thought to imi- 
tate that which originally exists in nature, or only the creations of 
artists? 

The latter. 

As they are or as they appear? you have still to determine this. 

What do you mean? 

I mean, that you may look at a bed from different points of view, 
obliquely or directly or from any other point of view, and the bed 
will appear different, but there is no difference in reality. And the 
same of all things. 

Yes, he said, the difference is only apparent. 

Now let me ask you another question: Which is the art of paint- 
ing designed to be—an imitation of things as they are, or as they 
appear—of appearance or of reality? 

Of appearance. 

Then the imitator, I said, is a long way off the truth, and can do 
all things because he lightly touches on a small part of them, and 
that part an image. For example: A painter will paint a cobbler, 
carpenter, or any other artist, though he knows nothing of their 
arts; and, if he is a good artist, he may deceive children or simple 
persons, when he shows them his picture of a carpenter from a 
distance, and they will fancy that they are looking at a real car- 
penter. 

Certainly. 

And whenever any one informs us that he has found a man who 
knows all the arts, and all things else that anybody knows, and 
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every single thing with a higher degree of accuracy than any other 
man—whoever tells us this, | think that we can only imagine him 
to be a simple creature who is likely to have been deceived by some 
wizard or actor whom he met, and whom he thought all-knowing, 
because he himself was unable to analyse the nature of knowledge 
and ignorance and imitation. 

Most true. 

And so, when we hear persons saying that the tragedians, and 
Homer, who is at their head, know all the arts and all things hu- 
man, virtue as well as vice, and divine things too, for that the good 
poet cannot compose well unless he knows his subject, and that he 
who has not this knowledge can never be a poet, we ought to con- 
sider whether here also there may not be a similar illusion. Perhaps 
they may have come across imitators and been deceived by them; 
they may not have remembered when they saw their works that 
these were but imitations thrice removed from the truth, and could 
easily be made without any knowledge of the truth, because they 
are appearances only and not realities? Or, after all, they may be 
in the right, and poets do really know the things about which they 
seem to the many to speak so well? 

The question, he said, should by all means be considered. 

Now do you suppose that if a person were able to make the 
Original as well as the image, he would seriously devote himself to 
the image-making branch? Would he allow imitation to be the rul- 
ing principle of his life, as if he had nothing higher in him? 

I should say not. 

The real artist, who knew what he was imitating, would be in- 
terested in realities and not in imitations; and would desire to 
leave as memorials of himself works many and fair; and, instead of 
being the author of encomiums, he would prefer to be the theme of 
them. 

Yes, he said, that would be to him a source of much greater hon- 
our and profit. 

Then, I said, we must put a question to Homer; not about medi- 
cine, or any of the arts to which his poems only incidentally refer: 
we are not going to ask him, or any other poet, whether he has 
cured patients like Asclepius, or left behind him a school of medi- 
cine such as the Asclepiads were, or whether he only talks about 
medicine and other arts at second-hand; but we have a right to 
know respecting military tactics, politics, education, which are the 
chiefest and noblest subjects of his poems, and we may fairly ask 
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him about them. ‘Friend Homer,’ then we say to him, ‘1f you are 
only in the second remove from truth in what you say of virtue, and 
not in the third—not an image maker or imitator—and if you are 
able to discern what pursuits make men better or worse in private 
or public life, tell us what State was ever better governed by your 
help? The good order of Lacedaemon is due to Lycurgus, and many 
other cities great and small have been similarly benefited by others; 
but who says that you have been a good legislator to them and have 
done them any good? Italy and Sicily boast of Charondas, and 
there is Solon who is renowned among us; but what city has any- 
thing to say about you?’ Is there any city which he might name? 

I think not, said Glaucon; not even the Homerids themselves 
pretend that he was a legislator. 

Well, but is there any war on record which was carried on suc- 
cessfully by him, or aided by his counsels, when he was alive? 

There is not. 

Or is there any invention of his, applicable to the arts or to hu- 
man life, such as Thales the Milesian or Anacharsis the Scythian, 
and other ingenious men have conceived, which is attributed to 
him? 

There is absolutely nothing of the kind. 

But, if Homer never did any public service, was he privately a 
guide or teacher of any? Had he in his lifetime friends who loved to 
associate with him, and who handed down to posterity an Homeric 
way of life, such as was established by Pythagoras who was so 
greatly beloved for his wisdom, and whose followers are to this 
day quite celebrated for the order which was named after him? 

Nothing of the kind is recorded of him. For surely, Socrates, 
Creophylus, the companion of Homer, that child of flesh, whose 
name always makes us laugh, might be more justly mdiculed for 
his stupidity, if, as is said, Homer was greatly neglected by him 
and others in his own day when he was alive? 

Yes, I replied, that is the tradition. But can you imagine, Glau- 
con, that if Homer had really been able to educate and improve 
mankind—if he had possessed knowledge and not been a mere 
imitator—can you imagine, I say, that he would not have had many 
followers, and been honoured and Joved by them? Protagoras of 
Abdera, and Prodicus of Ceos, and a host of others, have only to 
whisper to their contemporaries: ‘You will never’ be able to man- 
age either your own house or your own State until you appoint us 
to be your ministers of education’—and this ingenious device 
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of theirs has such an effect in making men love them that their 
companions all but carry them about on their shoulders. And is it 
conceivable that the contemporaries of Homer, or again.of Hesiod, 
would have allowed either of them to go about as rhapsodists, if 
they had really been able to make mankind virtuous? Would they 
not have been as unwilling to part with them as with gold, and 
have compelled them to stay at home with them? Or, if the master 
would not stay, then the disciples would have followed him about 
everywhere, until they had got education enough? 

Yes, Socrates, that, I think, is quite true. 

Then must we not infer that all these poetical individuals, be- 
ginning with Homer, are only imitators; they copy images of vir- 
tue and the like, but the truth they never reach? The poet is like a 
painter who, as we have already observed, will make a likeness of 
a cobbler though he understands nothing of cobbling; and his pic- 
ture is good enough for those who know no more than he does, and 
judge only by colours and figures. 

Quite so. 

In like manner the poet with his words and phrases may be 
said to lay on the colours of the several arts, himself understand- 
ing their nature only enough to imitate them; and other people, 
who are as ignorant as he is, and judge only from his words, im- 
agine that if he speaks of cobbling, or of military tactics, or of 
anything else, in metre and harmony and rhythm, he speaks very 
well—such is the sweet influence which melody and rhythm by na- 
ture have. And I think that you must have observed again and 
again what a poor appearance the tales of poets make when stripped 
of the colours which music puts upon them, and recited in simple 
prose. 

Yes, he said. 

They are like faces which were never really beautiful, but only 
blooming; and now the bloom of youth has passed away from 
them? 

Exactly. 

Here is another point: The imitator or maker of the image knows 
nothing of true existence; he knows appearances only. Am I not 
right? 

Yes. 

Then let us have a clear understanding, and not be satisfied with 
half an explanation. 

Proceed. 
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Of the painter we say that he will paint reins, and he will paint 
a bit? 

Yes. 

And the worker in leather and brass will make them? 

Certainly. 

But does the painter know the right form of the bit and reins? 
Nay, hardly even the workers in brass and leather who make them; 
only the horseman who knows how to use them—he knows their 
tight form. 

Most true. 

And may we not say the same of all things? 

What? 

That there are three arts which are concerned with all things: 
one which uses, another which makes, a third which imitates them? 

Yes. 

And the excellence or beauty or truth of every structure, animate 
or inanimate, and of every action of man, is relative to the use for 
which nature or the artist has intended them. 

True. 

Then the user of them must have the greatest experience of 
them, and he must indicate to the maker the good or bad qualities 
which develop themselves in use; for example, the flute-player will 
tell the flute-maker which of his flutes is satisfactory to the per- 
former; he will tell him how he ought to make them, and the other 
will attend to his instructions? 

Of course. 

The one knows and therefore speaks with authority about the 
goodness and badness of flutes, while the other, confiding in him, 
will do what he is told by him? 

True. 

The instrument is the same, but about the excellence or bad- 
ness of it the maker will only attain to a correct belief; and this he 
will gain from him who knows, by talking to him and being com- 
pelled to hear what he has to say, whereas the user will have knowl- 
edge? 

‘True. 

But will the imitator have either? Will he know from use 
whether or no his drawing is correct or beautiful? or will he have 
right opinion from being compelled to associate with another who 
knows and gives him instructions about what he should draw? 

Neither, 
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Then he will no more have true opinion than he will have knowl- 
edge about the goodness or badness of his imitations? 

I suppose not. 

The imitative artist will be in a brilliant state of intelligence 
about his own creations? 

Nay, very much the reverse. 

And still he will go on imitating without knowing what makes a 
thing good or bad, and may be expected therefore to imitate only 
that which appears to be good to the ignorant multitude? 

Just so. 

Thus far then we are pretty well agreed that the imitator has no 
knowledge worth mentioning of what he imitates. Imitation is only 
a kind of play or sport, and the tragic poets, whether they write in 
lambic or in Heroic verse, are imitators in the highest degree? 

Very true. 

And now tell me, I conjure you, has not imitation been shown 
by us to be concerned with that which is thrice removed from the 
truth? 

Certainly. 

And what is the faculty in man to which imitation is addressed? 

What do you mean? 

I will explain: The body which is large when seen near, appears 
small when seen at a distance? 

True. 

And the same object appears straight when looked at out of the 
water, and crooked when in the water; and the concave becomes 
convex, owing to the illusion about colours to which the sight is 
liable. Thus every sort of confusion is revealed within us; and this 
is that weakness of the human mind on which the art of conjuring 
and of deceiving by light and shadow and other ingenious devices 
imposes, having an effect upon us like magic. 

True. 

And the arts of measuring and numbering and weighing come to 
the rescue of the human understanding—there is the beauty of 
them—and the apparent greater or less, or more or heavier, no 
longer have the mastery over us, but give way before calculation 
and measure and weight? 

Most true. 

And this, surely, must be the work of the calculating and ra- 
tional principle in the soul? 
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To be sure. 

And when this principle measures and certifies that some things 
are equal, or that some are greater or less than others, there oc- 
curs an apparent contradiction? 

True. 

But were we not saying that such a contradiction is impossible— 
the same faculty cannot have contrary opinions at the same time 
about the same thing? 

Very true. 

Then that part of the soul which has an opinion contrary to 
measure is not the same with that which has an opinion in accord- 
ance with measure? 

True. 

And the better part of the soul is likely to be that which trusts 
to measure and calculation? 

Certainly. 

And that which is opposed to them is one of the inferior princi- 
ples of the soul? 

No doubt. 

This was the conclusion at which I was seeking to arrive when I 
said that painting or drawing, and imitation in general, when do- 
ing their own proper work, are far removed from truth, and the 
companions and fnends and associates of a principle within us 
which is equally removed from reason, and that they have no true 
or healthy aim. 

Exactly. 

The imitative art is an inferior who marries an inferior, and has 
inferior offspring. 

Very true. 

And is this confined to the sight only, or does it extend to the 
hearing also, relating in fact to what we term poetry? 

Probably the same would be true of poetry. 

Do not rely, I said, on a probability derived from the analogy of 
painting; but let us examine further and see whether the faculty 
with which poetical imitation is concerned is good or bad. 

By all means. 

We may state the question thus:—Imitation imitates the ac- 
tions of men, whether voluntary or involuntary, on which, as they 
imagine, a good or bad result has ensued, and they rejoice or sor- 
row accordingly. Is there anything more? 
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No, there is nothing else. 

But in all this variety of circumstances is the man at unity with 
himself—or rather, as in the instance of sight there was confusion 
and opposition in his opinions about the same things, so here also 
is there not strife and inconsistency in his life? Though I need 
hardly raise the question again, for I remember that all this has 
been already admitted; and the soul has been acknowledged by us 
to be full of these and ten thousand similar oppositions occurring 
at the same moment? 

And we were right, he said. 

Yes, I said, thus far we were right; but there was an omission 
which must now be supplied. 

What was the omission? 

Were we not saying that a good man, who has the misfortune to 
lose his son or anything else which is most dear to him, will bear 
the loss with more equanimity than another? 

Yes. 

But will he have no sorrow, or shall we say that although he 
cannot help sorrowing, he will moderate his sorrow? 

The latter, he said, is the truer statement. 

Tell me: will he be more likely to struggle and hold out against 
his sorrow when he is seen by his equals, or when he is alone? 

It will make a great difference whether he is seen or not. 

When he is by himself he will not mind saying or doing many 
things which he would be ashamed of any one hearing or seeing 
him do? 

True. 

There is a principle of law and reason in him which bids him 
resist, as well as a feeling of his misfortune which is forcing him 
to indulge his sorrow? 

True. 

But when a man is drawn in two opposite directions, to and from 
the same object, this, as we affirm, necessarily implies two distinct 
principles in him? 

Certainly. 

One of them is ready to follow the guidance of the law? 

How do you mean? 

The law would say that to be patient under suffering is best, and 
that we should not give way to impatience, as there is no knowing 
whether such things are good or evil; and nothing is gained by im- 
patience; also, because no human thing is of serious importance, 
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and grief stands in the way of that which at the moment is most 
required. 

What is most required? he asked. 

That we should take counsel about what has happened, and 
when the dice have been thrown order our affairs in the way which 
reason deems best; not, like children who have had a fall, keeping 
hold of the part struck and wasting time in setting up a howl, but 
always accustoming the soul forthwith to apply a remedy, raising 
up that which is sickly and fallen, banishing the cry of sorrow by 
the healing art. 

Yes, he said, that is the true way of meeting the attacks of for- 
tune. 

Yes, I said; and the higher principle is ready to follow this sug- 
gestion of reason? 

Clearly. 

And the other principle, which inclines us to recollection of our 
troubles and to lamentation, and can never have enough of them, 
we may call irrational, useless, and cowardly? 

Indeed, we may. 

And does not the latter—I mean the rebellious principle—fur- 
nish a great variety of materials for imitation? Whereas the wise 
and calm temperament, being always nearly equable, is not easy to 
imitate or to appreciate when imitated, especially at a public festi- 
val when a promiscuous crowd is assembled in a theatre. For the 
feeling represented is one to which they are strangers. 

Certainly. 

Then the imitative poet who aims at being popular is not by na- 
ture made, nor is his art intended, to please or to affect the rational 
principle in the soul; but he will prefer the passionate and fitful 
temper, which is easily imitated? 

Clearly. 

And now we may fairly take him and place him by the side of 
the painter, for he is like him in two ways: first, inasmuch as his 
creations have an inferior degree of truth—in this, I say, he is like 
him; and he is also like him in being concerned with an inferior 
part of the soul; and therefore we shall be right in refusing to admit 
him into a well-ordered State, because he awakens and nourishes 
and strengthens the feelings and impairs the reason. As in a city 
when the evil are permitted to have authority and the good are put 
out of the way, so in the soul of man, as we maintain, the imitative 
poet implants an evil constitution, for he indulges the irrational na- 
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ture which has no discernment of greater and less, but thinks the 
same thing at one time great and at another small—he is a manu- 
facturer of images and is very far removed from the truth. 

Exactly. 

But we have not yet brought forward the heaviest count in our 
accusation:—the power which poetry has of harming even the 
good (and there are very few who are not harmed), is surely an 
awful thing? 

Yes, certainly, if the effect is what you say. 

Hear and judge: The best of us, as I conceive, when we listen to 
a passage of Homer, or one of the tragedians in which he repre- 
sents some pitiful hero who is drawling out his sorrows in a long 
oration, or weeping, and smiting his breast—the best of us, you 
know, delight in giving way to sympathy, and are in raptures at 
the excellence of the poet who stirs our feelings most. 

Yes, of course I know. 

But when any sorrow of our own happens to us, then you may 
observe that we pride ourselves on the opposite quality—we 
would fain be quiet and patient; this is the manly part, and the 
other which delighted us in the recitation is now deemed to be the 
part of a woman. 

Very true, he said. 

Now can we be right in praising and admiring another who is 
doing that which any one of us would abominate and be ashamed 
of in his own person? 

No, he said, that is certainly not reasonable. 

Nay, I said, quite reasonable from one point of view. 

What point of view? 

If you consider, I said, that when in misfortune we feel a natural 
hunger and desire to relieve our sorrow by weeping and lamenta- 
tion, and that this feeling which is kept under control in our own 
calamities is satisfied and delighted by the poets;—the better na- 
ture in each of us, not having been sufficiently trained by reason or 
habit, allows the sympathetic element to break loose because the 
sorrow is another’s; and the spectator fancies that there can be 
no disgrace to himself in praising and pitying any one who comes 
telling him what a good man he is, and making a fuss about his 
troubles; he thinks that the pleasure is a gain, and why should he 
be supercilious and lose this and the poem too? Few persons ever 
reflect, as I should imagine, that from the evil of other men some- 
thing of evil is communicated to themselves. And so the feeling of 
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sorrow which has gathered strength at the sight of the misfortunes 
of others is with difficulty repressed in our own. 

How very true! 

And does not the same hold also of the ridiculous? There are 
jests which you would be ashamed to make yourself, and yet on 
the comic stage, or indeed in private, when you hear them, you are 
greatly amused by them, and are not at all disgusted at their un- 
seemliness;—the case of pity is repeated;—there is a principle in 
human nature which is disposed to raise a laugh, and this which 
you once restrained by reason, because you were afraid of being 
thought a buffoon, is now let out again; and having stimulated the 
risible faculty at the theatre, you are betrayed unconsciously to 
yourself into playing the comic poet at home. 

Quite true, he said. 

And the same may be said of lust and anger and all the other af- 
fections, of desire and pain and pleasure, which are held to be in- 
separable from every action—in all of them poetry feeds and waters 
the passions instead of drying them up; she lets them rule, al- 
though they ought to be controlled, if mankind are ever to in- 
crease in happiness and virtue. 

I cannot deny it. 

Therefore, Glaucon, I said, whenever you meet with any of the 
eulogists of Homer declaring that he has been the educator of Hel- 
las, and that he is profitable for education and for the ordering of 
human things, and that you should take him up again and again 
and get to know him and regulate your whole life according to 
him, we may love and honour those who say these things—they are 
excellent people, as far as their lights extend; and we are ready to 
acknowledge that Homer is the greatest of poets and first of trag- 
edy writers; but we must remain firm in our conviction that hymns 
to the gods and praises of famous men are the only poetry which 
ought to be admitted into our State. For if you go beyond this and 
allow the honeyed muse to enter, either in epic or lyric verse, not 
law and the reason of mankind, which by common consent have 
ever been deemed best, but pleasure and pain will be the rulers in 
our State. 

That is most true, he said. 

And now since we have reverted to the subject of poetry, let this 
our defence serve to show the reasonableness of our former judg- 
ment in sending away out of our State an art having the tendencies 
which we have described; for reason constrained us. But that she 
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may not impute to us any harshness or want of politeness, let us 
tell her that there is an ancient quarrel between philosophy and 
poetry; of which there are many proofs, such as the saying of ‘the 
yelping hound howling at her lord,’ or of one ‘mighty in the vain 
talk of fools,’ and ‘the mob of sages circumventing Zeus,’ and the 
‘subtle thinkers who are beggars after all’; and there are innumer- 
able other signs of ancient enmity between them. Notwithstanding 
this, let us assure our sweet friend and the sister arts of imitation, 
that if she will only prove her title to exist in a well-ordered State 
we shall be delighted to receive her—we ate very conscious of her 
charms; but we may not on that account betray the truth. I dare 
say, Glaucon, that you are as much charmed by her as I am, es- 
pecially when she appears in Homer? 

Yes, indeed, I am greatly charmed. 

Shall I propose, then, that she be allowed to return from exile, 
but upon this condition only—that she make a defence of herself 
in lyrical or some other metre? 

Certainly. 

And we may further grant to those of her defenders who are 
lovers of poetry and yet not poets the permission to speak in prose 
on her behalf: let them show not only that she is pleasant but also 
useful to States and to human life, and we will listen in a kindly 
spirit; for if this can be proved we shall surely be the gainers—I 
mean, if there is a use in poetry as well as a delight? 

Certainly, he said, we shall be the gainers. 

If her defence fails, then, my dear friend, like other persons who 
are enamoured of something, but put a restraint upon themselves 
when they think their desires are opposed to their interests, so too 
must we after the manner of lovers give her up, though not without 
a struggle. We too are inspired by that love of poetry which the 
education of noble States has implanted in us, and therefore we 
would have her appear at her best and truest; but so long as she is 
unable to make good her defence, this argument of ours shall be a 
charm to us, which we will repeat to ourselves while we listen to 
her strains; that we may not fall away into the childish love of her 
which captivates the many. At all events we are well aware that 
poetry being such as we have described is not to be regarded se- 
tiously as attaining to the truth; and he who listens to her, fear- 
ing for the safety of the city which is within him, should be on his 
guard against her seductions and make our words his law. 
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Yes, he said, I quite agree with you. 

Yes, I said, my dear Glaucon, for great is the issue at stake, 
greater than appears, whether a man is to be good or bad. And 
what will any one be profited if under the influence of honour or 
money or power, aye, or under the excitement of poetry, he neg- 
lect justice and virtue? 


FROM Sophist 
(2649-2674) 


Stranger. We divided image-making into two sorts; the one like- 
ness-making, the other imaginative or phantastic. 

Theaetetus. True. 

Str. And we said that we were uncertain in which we should 
place the Sophist. 

Theaet. We did say so. 

Str. And our heads began to go round more and more when it 
was asserted that there is no such thing as an image or idol or ap- 
pearance, because in no manner or time or place can there ever be 
such a thing as falsehood. 

Theaet. True. 

Str. And now, since there has been shown to be false speech and 
false opinion, there may be imitations of real existences, and out of 
this condition of the mind an art of deception may arise. 

Theaet. Quite possible. 

Str. And we have already admitted, in what preceded, that the 
Sophist was lurking in one of the divisions of the hkeness-making 
art? 

Theaet. Yes. 

Str. Let us, then, renew the attempt, and in dividing any class, al- 
ways take the part to the right, holding fast to that which holds the 
Sophist, until we have stripped him of all his common properties, 
and reached his difference or peculiar. Then we may exhibit him in 
his true nature, first to ourselves and then to kindred dialectical 
spirits. 

Theaet. Very good. 

Str. You may remember that all art was originally divided by us 
into creative and acquisitive. 

Theaet. Yes. 
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Str. And the Sophist was flitting before us in the acquisitive class, 
in the subdivisions of hunting, contests, merchandize, and the like. 

Theaet. Very true. 

Str. But now that the imitative art has enclosed him, it is clear 
that we must begin by dividing the art of creation; for imitation is 
a kind of creation—of images, however, as we affirm, and not of 
real things. 

Theat. Quite true. 

Sir. In the first place, there are two kinds of creation. 

Theaet. What are they? 

Str. One of them is human and the other divine. 

Theaet. I do not follow. 

Sir. Every power, as you may remember our saying originally, 
which causes things to exist, not previously existing, was defined by 
us as creative. 

Theaet. ] remember. 

Str. Looking, now, at the world and all the animals and plants, 
at things which grow upon the earth from seeds and roots, as well 
as at inanimate substances which are formed within the earth, fusile 
or non-fusile, shall we say that they come into existence—not hav- 
ing existed previously—by the creation of God, or shall we agree 
with vulgar opinion about them? 

Theaet. What is it? 

Str. The opinion that nature brings them into being from some 
spontaneous and unintelligent cause. Or shall we say that they are 
created by a divine reason and a knowledge which comes from 
God? 

Theaet. I dare say that, owing to my youth, I may often waver in 
my view, but now when I look at you and see that you incline to re- 
fer them to God, I defer to your authority. 

Str. Nobly said, Theaetetus, and if I thought that you were one 
of those who would hereafter change your mind, I would have 
gently argued with you, and forced you to assent; but as I perceive 
that you will come of yourself and without any argument of mine, 
to that belief which, as you say, attracts you, I will not forestall the 
work of time. Let me suppose, then, that things which are said to 
be made by nature are the work of divine art, and that things which 
are made by man out of these are work of human art. And so there 
are two kinds of making and production, the one human and the 
other divine. 

Theaet. True. 
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Str. Then, now, subdivide each of the two sections which we 
have already. 

Theaet. How do you mean? 

Str. I mean to say that you should make a vertical division of 
production or invention, as you have already made a lateral one. 

Theaet. I have done so. 

Str. Then, now, there are in all four parts or segments—two of 
them have reference to us and are human, and two of them have 
reference to the gods and are divine. 

Theaet. True. 

Str. And, again, in the division which was supposed to be made 
in the other way, one part in each subdivision is the making of the 
things themselves, but the two remaining parts may be called the 
making of likenesses; and so the productive art is again divided into 
two parts. 

Theaet. Tell me the divisions once more. 

Str. I suppose that we, and the other animals, and the elements 
out of which things are made—fre, water, and the like—are known 
by us to be each and all the creation and work of God. 

Theaet. True. 

Str. And there are images of them, which are not them, but 
which correspond to them; and these are also the creation of a won- 
derful skill. 

Theaet. What are they? 

Str. The appearances which spring up of themselves in sleep or 
by day, such as a shadow when darkness arises in a fire, or the re- 
flection which is produced when the light in bright and smooth ob- 
jects meets on their surface with an external light, and creates a per- 
ception the opposite of our ordinary sight. 

Theaet. Yes; and the images as well as the creation are equally 
the work of a divine hand. 

Str. And what shall we say of human art? Do we not make one 
house by the art of building, and another by the art of drawing, 
which is a sort of dream created by man for those who are awake? 

Theaet. Quite true. 

Str. And other products of human creation are also twofold 
and go in pairs; there is the thing, with which the art of making the 
thing is concerned, and the image, with which imitation is con- 
cerned. 

Theaet. Now I begin to understand, and am ready to acknowl. 
edge that there are two kinds of production, and each of them two- 
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fold; in the lateral division there is both a divine and a human pro- 
duction; in the vertical there are realities and a creation of a kind 
of similitudes. 

Str. And let us not forget that of the imitative class the one part 
was to have been likeness-making, and the other phantastic, if it 
could be shown that falsehood is a reality and belongs to the class 
of real being. 

Theaet. Yes. 

Str. And this appeared to be the case; and therefore now, with- 
out hesitation, we shall number the different kinds as two. 

Thecaet. True. 

Str. Then, now, let us again divide the phantastic art. 

Theaet. Where shall we make the division? 

Str. There is one kind which is produced by an instrument, and 
another in which the creator of the appearance is himself the in- 
strument. 

Theaet. What do you mean? 

Str. When any one makes himself appear like another in his fig- 
ure or his voice, imitation is the name for this part of the phan- 
tastic art. 

Theaet. Yes. 

Str. Let this, then, be named the art of mimicry, and this the 
province assigned to it; as for the other division, we are weary and 
will give that up, leaving to some one else the duty of making the 
class and giving it a suitable name. 

Theaet. Let us do as you say—assign a sphere to the one and 
leave the other. 

Str. There is a further distinction, Theaetetus, which is worthy of 
our consideration, and for a reason which I will tell you. 

Theaet. Let me hear. 

Str. There are some who imitate, knowing what they imitate, and 
some who do not know. And what line of distinction can there pos- 
sibly be greater than that which divides ignorance from knowledge? 

Theaet. ‘There can be no greater. 

Str. Was not the sort of imitation of which we spoke just now 
the imitation of those who know? For he who would imitate you 
would surely know you and your figure? 

Theaet, Naturally. 

Str. And what would you say of the figure or form of justice or of 
virtue in general? Are we not well aware that many, having no 
knowledge of either, but only a sort of opinion, do their best to 
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show that this opinion is really entertained by them, by expressing 
it, as far as they can, in word and deed? 

Theaet. Yes, that is very common. 

Str. And do they always fail in their attempt to be thought just, 
when they are not? Or is not the very opposite true? 

Theaet. The very opposite. 

Str. Such a one, then, should be described as an imitator—to be 
distinguished from the other, as he who is ignorant is distinguished 
from him who knows? 

Theaet. True. 

Str. Can we find a suitable name for each of them? This is clearly 
not an easy task; for among the ancients there was some confusion 
of ideas, which prevented them from attempting to divide genera 
into species; wherefore there is no great abundance of names. Yet, 
for the sake of distinctness, I will make bold to call the imitation 
which coexists with opinion, the imitation of appearance—that 
which coexists with science, a scientific or learned imitation. 
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FROM Laws 
(667-6698; 816¢-8174) 


BOOK II 


Athenian Stranger. When things have an accompanying charm, 
either the best thing in them is this very charm, or there is some 
rightness or utility possessed by them;—for example, I should say 
that eating and drinking, and the use of food in general, have an 
accompanying charm which we call pleasure; but that this right- 
ness and utility is just the healthfulness of the things served up to 
us, which is their true rightness. 

Cleinias. Just so. 

Ath. Thus, too, I should say that learning has a certain accom- 
panying charm which is the pleasure; but that the right and the 
profitable, the good and the noble, are qualities which the truth 
gives to it. 

Cle. Exactly. 

Ath. And so in the imitative arts,—if they succeed in making like- 
nesses, and are accompanied by pleasure, may not their works be 
said to have a charm? 

Cle. Yes, 
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Ath. But equal proportions, whether of quality or quantity, and 
not pleasure, speaking generally, would give them truth or right- 
ness. 

Cle. Yes. 

Ath. Then that only can be rightly judged by the standard of 
pleasure, which makes or furnishes no utility or truth or likeness, 
nor on the other hand is productive of any hurtful quality, but ex- 
ists solely for the sake of the accompanying charm; and the term 
‘pleasure’ is most appropriately applied to it when these other qual- 
ities are absent. 

Cle. You are speaking of harmless pleasure, are you not? 

Ath. Yes; and this I term amusement, when doing neither harm 
nor good in any degree worth speaking of. 

Cle. Very true. 

Ath, Then, if such be our principles, we must assert that imita- 
tion is not to be judged of by pleasure and false opinion; and this 
is true of all equality, for the equal is not equal or the symmetrical 
symmetrical, because somebody thinks or likes something, but they 
are to be judged of by the standard of truth, and by no other what- 
ever. 

Cle. Quite true. 

Ath. Do we not regard all music as representative and imitative? 

Cle. Certainly. 

Ath. Then, when any one says that music is to be judged of by 
pleasure, his doctrine cannot be admitted; and if there be any mu- 
sic of which pleasure is the criterion, such music is not to be sought 
out or deemed to have any real excellence, but only that other kind 
of music which is an imitation of the good. 

Cle. Very true. 

Ath. And those who seek for the best kind of song and music 
ought not to seek for that which is pleasant, but for that which is 
true; and the truth of imitation consists, as we were saying, in ren- 
dering the thing imitated according to quantity and quality. 

Cle. Certainly. 

Ath. And every one will admit that musical compositions are all 
imitative and representative. Will not poets and spectators and 
actors all agree in this? 

Cle. They will. 

Ath. Surely then he who would judge correctly must know what 
each composition is; for if he does not know what is the character 
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and meaning of the piece, and what it represents, he will never dis- 
cern whether the intention is true or false. 

Cle, Certainly not. 

Ath, And will he who does not know what is true be able to dis- 
tinguish what is good and bad? My statement is not very clear; but 
perhaps you will understand me better if I put the matter in an- 
other way. 

Cle. How? 

Ath. There are ten thousand likenesses of objects of sight? 

Cle. Yes. 

Ath. And can he who does not know what the exact object is 
which is imitated, ever know whether the resemblance is truthfully 
executed? I mean, for example, whether a statue has the propor- 
tions of a body, and the true situation of the parts; what those 
proportions are, and how the parts fit into one another in due or- 
der; also their colours and conformations, or whether this is all con- 
fused in the execution: do you think that any one can know 
about this, who does not know what the animal is which has been 
imitated? 

Cle. Impossible. 

Ath. But even if we know that the thing pictured or sculptured 
is a man, who has received at the hand of the artist all his proper 
parts and colours and shapes, must we not also know whether the 
work is beautiful or in any respect deficient in beauty? 

Cle. If this were not required, Stranger, we should all of us be 
judges of beauty. 

Ath. Very true; and may we not say that in everything imitated, 
whether in drawing, music, or any other art, he who is to be a com- 
petent judge must possess three things;—he must know, in the first 
place, of what the imitation is; secondly, he must know that it is 
true; and thirdly, that it has been well executed in words and melo- 
dies and rhythms? 


BOOK VII 


Athenian Stranger. I have described the dances which are appro- 
priate to noble bodies and generous souls. But it is necessary also to 
consider and know uncomely persons and thoughts, and those 
which are intended to produce laughter in comedy, and have a 
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comic character in respect of style, song, and dance, and of the 
imitations which these afford. For serious things cannot be un- 
derstood without laughable things, nor opposites at all without op- 
posites, if a man is really to have intelligence of either; but he can- 
not carry out both in action, if he is to have any degree of virtue. 
And for this very reason he should learn them both, in order that 
he may not in ignorance do or say anything which is ridiculous and 
out of place—he should command slaves and hired strangers to 
imitate such things, but he should never take any serious interest in 
them himself, nor should any freeman or freewoman be discov- 
ered taking pains to learn them; and there should always be some 
element of novelty in the imitation. Let these then be laid down, 
both in law and in our discourse, as the regulations of laugh- 
able amusements which are generally called comedy. And, if any 
of the serious poets, as they are termed, who write tragedy, come 
to us and say—‘O strangers, may we go to your city and country 
or may we not, and shall we bring with us our poetry—what is 
your will about these matters?’—how shall we answer the divine 
men? I think that our answer should be as follows:—Best of 
strangers, we will say to them, we also according to our ability are 
tragic poets, and our tragedy is the best and noblest; for our whole 
state is an imitation of the best and noblest life, which we afhrm 
to be indeed the very truth of tragedy. You are poets and we are 
poets, both makers of the same strains, rivals and antagonists in the 
noblest of dramas, which true law can alone perfect, as our hope 
is. Do not then suppose that we shall all in a moment allow you to 
erect your stage in the agora, or introduce the fair voices of your 
actors, speaking above our own, and permit you to harangue our 
women and children, and the common people, about our institu- 
tions, in language other than our own, and very often the opposite 
of our own. For a state would be mad which gave you this licence, 
until the magistrates had determined whether your poetry might be 
recited, and was fit for publication or not. Wherefore, O ye sons 
and scions of the softer Muses, first of all show your songs to the 
magistrates, and let them compare them with our own, and if they 
are the same or better we will give you a chorus; but if not, then, 
my friends, we cannot. Let these, then, be the customs ordained by 
law about all dances and the teaching of them, and let matters re- 
lating to slaves be separated from those relating to masters, if you 
do not object. 
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ARTISTIC INSPIRATION 


In the Ion and the Phaedrus Plato explains what the source 
of artistic creativity is. 


FROM Ion 
(5322-536") 

Ion. Why then, Socrates, do I lose attention and go to sleep and 
have absolutely no ideas of the least value, when any one speaks of 
any other poet; but when Homer is mentioned, I wake up at once 
and am all attention and have plenty to say? 

Socrates. ‘The reason, my friend, is obvious. No one can fail to 
see that you speak of Homer without any art or knowledge. If you 
were able to speak of him by rules of art, you would have been 
able to speak of all other poets; for poetry is a whole. 

Ion. Yes. 

Soc. And when any one acquires any other art as a whole, the 
same may be said of them. Would you like me to explain my mean- 
ing, Ion? 

Ion. Yes, indeed, Socrates; I very much wish that you would: for 
I love to hear you wise men talk. 

Soc. O that we were wise, Ion, and that you could truly call us 
so; but you rhapsodes and actors, and the poets whose verses you 
sing, are wise; whereas I am a common man, who only speak the 
truth. For consider what a very commonplace and trivial thing is 
this which I have said—a thing which any man might say: that 
when a man has acquired a knowledge of a whole art, the enquiry 
into good and bad is one and the same. Let us consider this matter; 
is not the art of painting a whole? 

Ion. Yes. 

Soc. And there are and have been many painters good and bad? 

Ion. Yes. 

Soc. And did you ever know any one who was skilful in point- 
ing out the excellences and defects of Polygnotus the son of Aglao- 
phon, but incapable of criticizing other painters; and when the 
work of any other painter was produced, went to sleep and was at a 
loss, and had no ideas; but when he had to give his opinion about 
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Polygnotus, or whoever the painter might be, and about him only, 
woke up and was attentive and had plenty to say? 

Ion. No indeed, I have never known such a person. 

Soc. Or did you ever know of any one in sculpture, who was 
skilful in expounding the merits of Daedalus the son of Metion, or 
of Epeius the son of Panopeus, or of Theodorus the Samian, or 
of any individual sculptor; but when the works of sculptors in gen- 
eral were produced, was at a loss and went to sleep and had noth- 
ing to say? 

Ton. No indeed; no more than the other. 

Soc. And if I am not mistaken, you never met with any one 
among flute-players or harp-players or singers to the harp or rhap- 
sodes who was able to discourse of Olympus or Thamyras or Or- 
pheus, or Phemius the rhapsode of Ithaca, but was at a loss when 
he came to speak of Ion of Ephesus, and had no notion of his mer- 
its or defects? 

Ion, I cannot deny what you say, Socrates. Nevertheless I am 
conscious in my own self, and the world agrees with me in think- 
ing that I do speak better and have more to say about Homer than 
any other man. But I do not speak equally well about others—tell 
me the reason of this. 

Soc. I perceive, Ion; and I will proceed to explain to you what I 
imagine to be the reason of this. The gift which you possess of 
speaking excellently about Homer is not an art, but, as I was just 
saying, an inspiration; there is a divinity moving you, like that con- 
tained in the stone which Euripides calls a magnet, but which is 
commonly known as the stone of Heraclea, This stone not only at- 
tracts iron rings, but also imparts to them a similar power of attract- 
ing other rings; and sometimes you may see a number of pieces of 
iron and rings suspended from one another so as to form quite a 
long chain: and all of them derive their power of suspension from 
the original stone. In like manner the Muse first of all inspires men 
herself; and from these inspired persons a chain of other persons 1s 
suspended, who take the inspiration. For all good poets, epic as well 
as lyric, compose their beautiful poems not by art, but because they 
are inspired and possessed. And as the Corybantian revellers when 
they dance are not in their right mind, so the lyric poets are not in 
their right mind when they are composing their beautiful strains: 
but when falling under the power of music and metre they are in- 
spired and possessed; like Bacchic maidens who draw milk and 
honey from the rivers whe they are under the influence of Di- 
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onysus but not when they are in their right mind. And the soul of 
the lyric poet does the same, as they themselves say; for they tell us 
that they bring songs from honeyed fountains, culling them out of 
the gardens and dells of the Muses; they, like the bees, winging 
their way from flower to flower. And this is true. For the poet is a 
light and winged and holy thing, and there is no invention in him 
until he has been inspired and is out of his senses, and the mind is 
no longer in him: when he has not attained to this state, he is 
powerless and is unable to utter his oracles. Many are the noble 
words in which poets speak concerning the actions of men; but like 
yourself when speaking about Homer, they do not speak of them 
by any rules of art: they are simply inspired to utter that to which 
the Muse impels them, and that only; and when inspired, one of 
them will make dithyrambs, another hymns of praise, another cho- 
ral strains, another epic or iambic verses—and he who is good at 
one is not good at any other kind of verse: for not by art does the 
poet sing, but by power divine. Had he learned by rules of art, he 
would have known how to speak not of one theme only, but of all; 
and therefore God takes away the minds of poets, and uses them 
as his ministers, as he also uses diviners and holy prophets, in or- 
der that we who hear them may know them to be speaking not of 
themselves who utter these priceless words in a state of uncon- 
sciousness, but that God himself is the speaker, and that through 
them he is conversing with us. And Tynnichus the Chalcidian af- 
fords a striking instance of what I am saying: he wrote nothing 
that any one would care to remember but the famous paean which 
is in every one’s mouth, one of the finest poems ever written, 
simply an invention of the Muses, as he himself says. For in this 
way the God would seem to indicate to us and not allow us to 
doubt that these beautiful poems are not human, or the work of 
man, but divine and the work of God; and that the poets are only 
the interpreters of the Gods by whom they are severally possessed. 
Was not this the lesson which the God intended to teach when by 
the mouth of the worst of poets he sang the best of songs? Am I 
not right, Ion? 

Ion. Yes, indeed, Socrates, I feel that you are; for your words 
touch my soul, and I am persuaded that good poets by a divine 
inspiration interpret the things of the Gods to us. 

Soc. And you rhapsodists are the interpreters of the poets? 

Ton. There again you are right. 

Soc. Then you are the interpreters of interpreters? 
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Ton. Precisely. 

Soc. I wish you would frankly tell me, Ion, what I am going to 
ask of you: When you produce the greatest effect upon the audi- 
ence in the recitation of some striking passage, such as the appari- 
tion of Odysseus leaping forth on the floor, recognized by the 
suitors and casting his arrows at his feet, or the description of 
Achilles rushing at Hector, or the sorrows of Andromache, Hecuba, 
or Priam,—are you in your right mind? Are you not carried out of 
yourself, and does not your soul in an ecstasy seem to be among 
the persons or places of which you are speaking, whether they are 
in Ithaca or in Troy or whatever may be the scene of the poem? 

Ion. That proof strikes home to me, Socrates. For I must frankly 
confess that at the tale of pity my eyes are filled with tears, and 
when I speak of horrors, my hair stands on end and my heart 
throbs. 

Soc. Well, Ion, and what are we to say of a man who at a sacrifice 
or festival, when he is dressed in holiday attire, and has golden 
crowns upon his head, of which nobody has robbed him, appears 
weeping or panic-stricken in the presence of more than twenty 
thousand friendly faces, when there is no one despoiling or wrong- 
ing him;—is he in his right mind or is he not? 

Ion. No indeed, Socrates, I must say that, strictly speaking, he is 
not in his right mind. 

Soc. And are you aware that you produce similar effects on most 
spectators? 

Ion. Only too well; for I look down upon them from the stage, 
and behold the various emotions of pity, wonder, sternness, 
stamped upon their countenances when I am speaking: and I am 
obliged to give my very best attention to them; for if | make them 
cry I myself shall laugh, and if I make them laugh I myself shall 
cry when the time of payment arrives. 

Soc. Do you know that the spectator is the last of the rings 
which, as I am saying, receive the power of the original magnet 
from one another? The rhapsode like yourself and the actor are in- 
termediate links, and the poet himself is the first of them. Through 
all these the God sways the souls of men in any direction which he 
pleases, and makes one man hang down from another. Thus there 
is a vast chain of dancers and masters and undermasters of choruses, 
who are suspended, as if from the stone, at the side of the rings 
which hang down from the Muse. And every poet has some Muse 
from whom he is suspended, and by whom he is said to be pos- 
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sessed, which is nearly the same thing; for he is taken hold of. And 
from these first rings, which are the poets, depend others, some de- 
riving their inspiration from Orpheus, others from Musaeus; but the 
greater number are possessed and held by Homer. Of whom, Ion, 
you are one, and are possessed by Homer; and when any one re- 
peats the words of another poet you go to sleep, and know not 
what to say; but when any one recites a strain of Homer you wake 
up in a moment, and your soul leaps within you, and you have 
plenty to say; for not by art or knowledge about Homer do you say 
what you say, but by divine inspiration and by possession; just as 
the Corybantian revellers too have a quick perception of that strain 
only which is appropriated to the God by whom they are possessed, 
and have plenty of dances and words for that, but take no heed of 
any other. And you, Ion, when the name of Homer is mentioned 
have plenty to say, and have nothing to say of others. You ask, 
“Why is this?’ The answer is that you praise Homer not by art but 
by divine inspiration. 


FROM Phdedrus 
(2468-2564) 

Socrates. Of the nature of the soul, though her true form be ever 
a theme of large and more than mortal discourse, let me speak 
briefly, and in a figure. And let the figure be composite—a pair of 
winged horses and a charioteer. Now the winged horses and the 
charioteers of the gods are all of them noble and of noble descent, 
but those of other races are mixed; the human charioteer drives his 
in a pair; and one of them is noble and of noble breed, and the 
other is ignoble and of ignoble breed; and the driving of them of 
necessity gives a great deal of trouble to him. I will endeavour to 
explain to you in what way the mortal differs from the immortal 
creature. The soul in her totality has the care of inanimate being 
everywhere, and traverses the whole heaven in divers forms appear- 
ing:—when perfect and fully winged she soars upward, and orders 
the whole world; whereas the imperfect soul, losing her wings and 
drooping in her flight at last settles on the solid ground—there, 
finding a home, she receives an earthly frame which appears to be 
self-moved, but is really moved by her power; and this composi- 
tion of soul and body is called a living and mortal creature. For 
immortal no such union can be reasonably believed to be; al- 
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though fancy, not having seen nor surely known the nature of 
God may imagine an immortal creature having both a body and 
also a soul which are united throughout all time. Let that, however, 
be as God wills, and be spoken of acceptably to him. And now let 
us ask the reason why the soul loses her wings! 

The wing is the corporeal element which is most akin to the 
divine, and which by nature tends to soar aloft and carry that 
which gravitates downwards into the upper region, which is the 
habitation of the gods. The divine is beauty, wisdom, goodness, 
and the like; and by these the wing of the soul is nourished, and 
grows apace; but when fed upon evil and foulness and the opposite 
of good, wastes and falls away. Zeus, the mighty lord, holding the 
reins of a winged chariot, leads the way in heaven, ordering all and 
taking care of all; and there follows him the array of gods and demi- 
gods, marshalled in eleven bands; Hestia alone abides at home in 
the house of heaven; of the rest they who are reckoned among the 
princely twelve march in their appointed order. They see many 
blessed sights in the inner heaven, and there are many ways to and 
fro, along which the blessed gods are passing, every one doing his 
own work; he may follow who will and can, for jealousy has no 
place in the celestial choir. But when they go to banquet and festi- 
val, then they move up the steep to the top of the vault of heaven. 
The chariots of the gods in even poise, obeying the rein, glide 
rapidly; but the others labour, for the vicious steed goes heavily, 
weighing down the charioteer to the earth when his steed has 
not been thoroughly trained:—and this is the hour of agony and 
extremest conflict for the soul. For the immortals, when they are at 
the end of their course, go forth and stand upon the outside of 
heaven, and the revolution of the spheres carries them round, and 
they behold the things beyond. But of the heaven which is above 
the heavens, what earthly poet ever did or ever will sing worthily? 
It is such as J will describe; for I must dare to speak the truth, when 
truth is my theme. There abides the very being with which true 
knowledge is concerned; the colourless, formless, intangible es- 
sence, visible only to mind, the pilot of the soul. The divine intel- 
ligence, being nurtured upon mind and pure knowledge, and the 
intelligence of every soul which is capable of receiving the food 
proper to it, rejoices at beholding reality, and once more gazing 
upon truth, is replenished and made glad, until the revolution of 
the worlds brings her round again to the same place. In the revo- 
lution she beholds justice, and temperance, and knowledge abso- 
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lute, not in the form of generation or of relation, which men call 
existence, but knowledge absolute in existence absolute; and be- 
holding the other true existences in like manner, and feasting upon 
them, she passes down into the interior of the heavens and returns 
home; and there the charioteer putting up his horses at the stall, 
gives them ambrosia to eat and nectar to drink. 

Such is the life of the gods; but of other souls, that which fol- 
lows God best and is likest to him lifts the head of the charioteer 
into the outer world, and is carried round in the revolution, trou- 
bled indeed by the steeds, and with difficulty beholding true being; 
while another only rises and falls, and sees, and again fails to see 
by reason of the unruliness of the steeds. The rest of the souls are 
also longing after the upper world and they all follow, but not 
being strong enough they are carried round below the surface, 
plunging, treading on one another, each striving to be first; and 
there is confusion and perspiration and the extremity of effort; 
and many of them are lamed or have their wings broken through 
the ill-driving of the charioteers; and all of them after a fruitless 
toil, not having attained to the mysteries of true being, go away, 
and feed upon opinion. The reason why the souls exhibit this ex- 
ceeding eagerness to behold the plain of truth is that pasturage is 
found there, which is suited to the highest part of the soul; and the 
wing on which the soul soars is nourished with this. And there is a 
law of Destiny, that the soul which attains any vision of truth m 
company with a god is preserved from harm until the next period, 
and if attaining always is always unharmed. But when she is unable 
to follow, and fails to behold the truth, and through some ill-hap 
sinks beneath the double load of forgetfulness and vice, and her 
wings fall from her and she drops to the ground, then the law or- 
dains that this soul shall at her first birth pass, not into any other 
animal, but only into man; and the soul which has seen most of 
truth shall come to the birth as a philosopher, or artist, or some 
musical and loving nature; that which has seen truth in the sec- 
ond degree shall be some righteous king or warrior chief; the 
soul which is of the third class shall be a politician, or economist, or 
trader; the fourth shall be a lover of gymnastic toils, or a physician; 
the fifth shall lead the life of a prophet or hierophant; to the sixth 
the character of a poet or some other imitative artist will be as- 
signed; to the seventh the life of an artisan or husbandman; to 
the eighth that of a sophist or demagogue; to the ninth that of a 
tyrant;—all these are states of probation, in which he who does 
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righteously improves, and he who does unrighteously, deteriorates 
his lot. 

Ten thousand years must elapse before the soul of each one can 
return to the place from whence she came, for she cannot grow her 
wings in less; only the soul of a philosopher, guileless and true, or 
the soul of a lover, who is not devoid of philosophy, may ac- 
quire wings in the third of the recurring periods of a thousand 
years; he is distinguished from the ordinary good man who gains 
wings in three thousand years:—and they who choose this life three 
times in succession have wings given them, and go away at the end 
of three thousand years. But the others receive judgment when 
they have completed their first life, and after the judgment they go, 
some of them to the houses of correction which are under the 
earth, and are punished; others to some place in heaven whither 
they are lightly borne by justice, and there they live in a manner 
worthy of the life which they led here when in the form of men. 
And at the end of the first thousand years the good souls and also 
the evil souls both come to draw lots and choose their second life, 
and they may take any which they please. The soul of a man may 
pass into the life of a beast, or from the beast return again into the 
man. But the soul which has never seen the truth will not pass into 
the human form. For a man must have intelligence of universals, 
and be able to proceed from the many particulars of sense to one 
conception of reason;—this is the recollection of those things which 
our soul once saw while following God—when regardless of that 
which we now call being she raised her head up towards the true 
being. And therefore the mind of the philosopher alone has wings; 
and this is just, for he is always, according to the measure of his 
abilities, clinging in recollection to those things in which God 
abides, and in beholding which He is what He is. And he who em- 
ploys aright these memories is ever being initiated into perfect mys- 
teries and alone becomes truly perfect. But, as he forgets earthly 
interests and is rapt in the divine, the vulgar deem him mad, and 
rebuke him; they do not see that he is inspired. 

Thus far I have been speaking of the fourth and last kind of 
madness, which is imputed to him who, when he sees the beauty of 
earth, is transported with the recollection of the true beauty; he 
would like to fly away, but he cannot; he is like a bird fluttering 
and looking upward and careless of the world below; and he is 
therefore thought to be mad. And I have shown this of all inspira- 
tions to be the noblest and highest and the offspring of the highest 
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to him who has or shares in it, and that he who loves the beautiful 
is called a lover because he partakes of it. For, as has been already 
said, every soul of man has in the way of nature beheld true be- 
ing; this was the condition of her passing into the form of man. 
But all souls do not easily recall the things of the other world; they 
may have seen them for a short time only, or they may have been 
unfortunate in their earthly lot, and, having had their hearts turned 
to unrighteousness through some corrupting influence, they may 
have lost the memory of the holy things which once they saw. Few 
only retain an adequate remembrance of them; and they, when 
they behold here any image of that other world, are rapt in amaze- 
ment; but they are ignorant of what this rapture means, because 
they do not clearly perceive. For there is no light of justice or 
temperance or any of the higher ideas which are precious to souls 
in the earthly copies of them: they are seen through a glass dimly; 
and there are few who, going to the images, behold in them the re- 
alities, and these only with difficulty. There was a time when with 
the rest of the happy band they saw beauty shining in brightness, 
—we philosophers following in the train of Zeus, others m com- 
pany with other gods; and then we beheld the beatific vision and 
were initiated into a mystery which may be truly called most 
blessed, celebrated by us in our state of innocence, before we had 
any experience of evils to come, when we were admitted to the 
sight of apparitions innocent and simple and calm and happy, 
which we beheld shining in pure light, pure ourselves and not 
yet enshrined in that living tomb which we carry about, now that 
we are imprisoned in the body, like an oyster in his shell. Let me 
linger over the memory of scenes which have passed away. 
But of beauty, I repeat again that we saw her there shining in 
company with the celestial forms; and coming to earth we find her 
here too, shining in clearness through the clearest aperture of sense. 
For sight is the most piercing of our bodily senses; though not by 
that is wisdom seen; her loveliness would have been transporting if 
there had been a visible image of her, and the other ideas, if they 
had visible counterparts, would be equally lovely. But this is the 
privilege of beauty, that being the loveliest she is also the most 
palpable to sight. Now he who is not newly initiated or who has 
become corrupted, does not easily rise out of this world to the sight 
of true beauty in the other; he looks only at her earthly namesake, 
and instead of being awed at the sight of her, he is given over to 
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he consorts with wantonness, and is not afraid or ashamed of pur- 
suing pleasure in violation of nature. But he whose initiation is re- 
cent, and who has been the spectator of many glories in the other 
world, is amazed when he sees any one having a god-like face or 
form, which is the expression of divine beauty; and at first a shud- 
der runs through him, and again the old awe steals over him; then 
looking upon the face of his beloved as of a god he reverences him, 
and if he were not afraid of being thought a downright madman, 
he would sacrifice to his beloved as to the image of a god; then 
while he gazes on him there is a sort of reaction, and the shudder 
passes into an unusual heat and perspiration; for, as he receives 
the efluence of beauty through the eyes, the wing moistens and 
he warms. And as he warms, the parts out of which the wing grew, 
and which had been hitherto closed and rigid, and had prevented 
the wing from shooting forth, are melted, and as nourishment 
streams upon him, the lower end of the wings begins to swell 
and grow from the root upwards; and the growth extends under 
the whole soul—for once the whole was winged. During this proc- 
ess the whole soul is all in a state of ebullition and effervescence, 
—which may be compared to the irritation and uneasiness in the 
gums at the time of cutting teeth,—bubbles up, and has a feeling 
of uneasiness and tickling; but when in like manner the soul is be- 
ginning to grow wings, the beauty of the beloved meets her eye 
and she receives the sensible warm motion of particles which flow 
towards her, therefore called emotion (iuepos), and is refreshed 
and warmed by them, and then she ceases from her pain with joy. 
But when she is parted from her beloved and her moisture fails, 
then the orifices of the passage out of which the wing shoots dry 
up and close, and intercept the germ of the wing; which, being 
shut up with the emotion, throbbing as with the pulsations of an 
artery, pricks the aperture which is nearest, until at length the entire 
soul is pierced and maddened and pained, and at the recollection of 
beauty is again delighted. And from both of them together the soul 
is oppressed at the strangeness of her condition, and is im a great 
strait and excitement, and in her madness can neither sleep by 
night nor abide in her place by day. And wherever she thinks that 
she will behold the beautiful one, thither in her desire she runs. 
And when she has seen him, and bathed herself in the waters of 
beauty, her constraint is loosened, and she is refreshed, and has no 
more pangs and pains; and this is the sweetest of all pleasures at 
the time, and is the reason why the soul of the lover will never for- 
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sake his beautiful one, whom he esteems above all; he has forgot- 
ten mother and brethren and companions, and he thinks nothing 
of the neglect and loss of his property; the rules and proprieties of 
life, on which he formerly prided himself, he now despises, and is 
teady to sleep like a servant, wherever he is allowed, as near as he 
can to his desired one, who is the object of his worship, and the 
physician who can alone assuage the greatness of his pain. And this 
state, my dear imaginary youth to whom I am talking, is by men 
called love, and among the gods has a name at which you, in your 
simplicity, may be inclined to mock; there are two lines in the 
apocryphal writings of Homer in which the name occurs. One of 
them is rather outrageous, and not altogether metrical. They are 
as follows:— 


‘Mortals call him fluttering love, 
But the immortals call him winged one, 
Because the growing of wings is a necessity to him.’ 


You may believe this, but not unless you like. At any rate the loves 
of lovers and their causes are such as I have described. 

Now the lover who is taken to be the attendant of Zeus is better 
able to bear the winged god, and can endure a heavier burden; 
but the attendants and companions of Ares, when under the influ- 
ence of love, if they fancy that they have been at all wronged, are 
ready to kill and put an end to themselves and their beloved. And 
he who follows in the train of any other god, while he is unspoiled 
and the impression lasts, honours and imitates him, as far as he 1s 
able; and after the manner of his god he behaves in his intercourse 
with his beloved and with the rest of the world during the first 
period of his earthly existence. Every one chooses his love from the 
ranks of beauty according to his character, and this he makes his 
god, and fashions and adorns as a sort of image which he is to fall 
down and worship. The followers of Zeus desire that their beloved 
should have a soul like him; and therefore they seek out some one 
of a philosophical and imperial nature, and when they have found 
him and loved him, they do all they can to confirm such a nature 
in him, and if they have no experience of such a disposition hith- 
erto, they learn of any one who can teach them, and themselves 
follow in the same way. And they have the less difficulty in finding 
the nature of their own god in themselves, because they have 
been compelled to gaze intensely on him; their recollection clings 
to him, and they become possessed of him, and receive from him 
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their character and disposition, so far as man can participate in 
God. The qualities of their god they attribute to the beloved, 
wherefore they love him all the more, and if, like the Bacchic 
Nymphs, they draw inspiration from Zeus, they pour out their own 
fountain upon him, wanting to make him as like as possible to 
their own god. But those who are the followers of Heré seek a 
royal love, and when they have found him they do just the same 
with him; and in like manner the followers of Apollo, and of every 
other god walking in the ways of their god, seek a love who is to be 
made like him whom they serve, and when they have found him, 
they themselves imitate their god, and persuade their love to do 
the same, and educate him into the manner and nature of the god 
as far as they each can; for no feelings of envy or jealousy are en- 
tertained by them towards their beloved, but they do their utmost 
to create in him the greatest likeness of themselves and of the god 
whom they honour. Thus fair and blissful to the beloved is the 
desire of the inspired lover, and the initiation of which I speak into 
the mysteries of true love, if he be captured by the lover and their 
purpose is effected. Now the beloved is taken captive in the fol- 
lowing manner:— 

As J said at the beginning of this tale, I divided each soul into 
three—two horses and a charioteer; and one of the horses was good 
and the other bad: the division may remain, but I have not yet ex- 
plained in what the goodness or badness of either consists, and to 
that I will proceed. The right-hand horse is upright and cleanly 
made; he has a lofty neck and an aquiline nose; his colour 1s 
white, and his eyes dark; he is a lover of honour and modesty and 
temperance, and the follower of true glory; he needs no touch of 
the whip, but is guided by word and admonition only. The other is 
a crooked lumbering animal, put together anyhow; he has a short 
thick neck; he is flat-faced and of a dark colour, with grey eyes and 
blood-red complexion; the mate of insolence and pride, shag-eared 
and deaf, hardly yielding to whip and spur. Now when the chari- 
oteer beholds the vision of love, and has his whole soul warmed 
through sense, and is full of the prickings and ticklings of desire, 
the obedient steed, then as always under the government of shame, 
refrains from leaping on the beloved; but the other, heedless of the 
pricks and of the blows of the whip, plunges and runs away, giving 
all manner of trouble to his companion and the charioteer, whom 
he forces to approach the beloved and to remember the joys of 
love. They at first indignantly oppose him and will not be urged 
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on to do terrible and unlawful deeds; but at last, when he persists in 
plaguing them, they yield and agree to do as he bids them. And 
now they are at the spot and behold the flashing beauty of the be- 
loved; which when the charioteer sees, his memory is carried to the 
true beauty, whom he beholds in company with Modesty like an 
image placed upon a holy pedestal. He sees her, but he is afraid 
and falls backwards in adoration, and by his fall is compelled to 
pull back the reins with such violence as to bring both the steeds 
on their haunches, the one willing and unresisting, the unruly one 
very unwilling; and when they have gone back a little, the one is 
overcome with shame and wonder, and his whole soul is bathed in 
perspiration; the other, when the pain is over which the bridle and 
the fall had given him, having with difficulty taken breath, is full of 
wrath and reproaches, which he heaps upon the charioteer and his 
fellow-steed, for want of courage and manhood, declaring that they 
have been false to their agreement and guilty of desertion. Again 
they refuse, and again he urges them on, and will scarce yield to 
their prayer that he would wait until another time. When the ap- 
pointed hour comes, they make as if they had forgotten, and he re- 
minds them, fighting and neighing and dragging them on, until at 
length he, on the same thoughts intent, forces them to draw near 
again. And when they are near he stoops his head and puts up his 
tail, and takes the bit in his teeth and pulls shamelessly. Then the 
charioteer is worse off than ever; he falls back like a racer at the bar- 
tier, and with a still more violent wrench drags the bit out of the 
teeth of the wild steed and covers his abusive tongue and jaws with 
blood, and forces his legs and haunches to the ground and pun- 
ishes him sorely. And when this has happened several times and the 
villain has ceased from his wanton way, he is tamed and humbled, 
and follows the will of the charioteer, and when he sees the beauti- 
ful one he is ready to die of fear. And from that time forward the 
soul of the lover follows the beloved in modesty and holy fear. 
And so the beloved who, like a god, has received every true and 
loyal service from his lover, not in pretence but in reality, being 
also himself of a nature friendly to his admirer, if in former days he 
has blushed to own his passion and turned away his lover, because 
his youthful companions or others slanderously told him that he 
would be disgraced, now as years advance, at the appointed age 
and time, is led to receive him into communion. For fate which has 
ordained that there shall be no friendship among the evil has also 
ordained that there shall ever be friendship among the good. And 
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the beloved when he has received him into communion and in- 
timacy, is quite amazed at the good-will of the lover; he recognises 
that the inspired friend is worth all other friends or kinsmen; they 
have nothing of friendship in them worthy to be compared with 
his. And when his feeling continues and he is nearer to him and 
embraces him, in gymnastic exercises and at other times of meet- 
ing, then the fountain of that stream, which Zeus when he was in 
love with Ganymede named Desire, overflows upon the lover, and 
some enters into his soul, and some when he is filled flows out 
again; and as a breeze or an echo rebounds from the smooth rocks 
and returns whence it came, so does the stream of beauty, passing 
through the eyes which are the windows of the soul, come back 
to the beautiful one; there arriving and quickening the passages of 
the wings, watering them and inclining them to grow, and filling 
the soul of the beloved also with love. And thus he loves, but he 
knows not what; he does not understand and cannot explain his 
own state; he appears to have caught the infection of blindness 
from another; the lover is his mirror in whom he is beholding him- 
self, but he is not aware of this. When he is with the lover, both 
cease from their pain, but when he is away then he longs as he is 
longed for, and has love’s image, love for love (Anteros) lodging 
in his breast, which he calls and believes to be not love but friend- 
ship only, and his desire is as the desire of the other, but weaker; he 
wants to see him, touch him, kiss, embrace him, and probably not 
long afterwards his desire is accomplished. When they meet, the 
wanton steed of the lover has a word to say to the charioteer; he 
would like to have a little pleasure in return for many pains, but 
the wanton steed of the beloved says not a word, for he is bursting 
with passion which he understands not;—he throws his arms round 
the lover and embraces him as his dearest friend; and, when they 
are side by side, he is not in a state in which he can refuse the lover 
anything, if he ask him; although his fellow-steed and the chario- 
teer oppose him with the arguments of shame and reason. After 
this their happiness depends upon their self-control; if the better 
elements of mind which lead to order and philosophy prevail, then 
they pass their life here in happiness and harmony—masters of 
themselves and orderly—enslaving the vicious and emancipating 
the virtuous elements of the soul; and when the end comes, they 
are light and winged for flight, having conquered in one of the 
three heavenly or truly Olympian victories; nor can human disci- 
pline or divine inspiration confer any greater blessing on man than 
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this. If, on the other hand, they leave philosophy and lead the 
lower life of ambition, then probably, after wine or in some other 
careless hour, the two wanton animals take the two souls when off 
their guard and bring them together, and they accomplish that 
desire of their hearts which to the many is bliss; and this having 
once enjoyed they continue to enjoy, yet rarely because they have 
not the approval of the whole soul. They too are dear, but not so 
dear to one another as the others, either at the time of their love or 
afterwards. They consider that they have given and taken from 
each other the most sacred pledges, and they may not break them 
and fall into enmity. At last they pass out of the body, unwinged, 
but eager to soar, and thus obtain no mean reward of love and 
madness. For those who have once begun the heavenward pil- 
grimage may not go down again to darkness and the journey be- 
neath the earth, but they live in light always; happy companions 
in their pilgrimage, and when the time comes at which they re- 
ceive their wings they have the same plumage because of their love. 

Thus great are the heavenly blessings which the friendship of a 
lover will confer upon you, my youth, Whereas the attachment of 
the non-lover, which is alloyed with a worldly prudence and has 
worldly and niggardly ways of doling out benefits, will breed in 
your soul those vulgar qualities which the populace applaud, will 
send you bowling round the earth during a period of nine thou- 
sand years, and leave you a fool in the world below. 

And thus, dear Eros, I have made and paid my recantation, as 
well and as fairly as I could; more especially in the matter of the 
poetical figures which I was compelled to use, because Phaedrus 
would have them. And now forgive the past and accept the present, 
and be gracious and merciful to me, and do not in thine anger de- 
prive me of sight, or take from me the art of love which thou hast 
given me, but grant that I may be yet more esteemed in the eyes 
of the fair. And if Phaedrus or I myself said anything rude in our 
first speeches, blame Lysias, who is the father of the brat, and let us 
have no more of his progeny; bid him study philosophy, like his 
brother Polemarchus; and then his lover Phaedrus will no longer 
halt between two opinions, but will dedicate himself wholly to love 
and to philosophical discourses. 
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THE LOVE OF BEAUTY 


The Symposium presents Plato’s philosophy of beauty, a 
vision that has been a source of inspiration to all Western 
philosophy. 


FROM Symposium 
201°-2128 


Socrates. And now, taking my leave of you, I will rehearse a tale 
of love which I heard from Diotima of Mantineia, a woman wise 
in this and in many other kinds of knowledge, who in the days of 
old, when the Athenians offered sacrifice before the coming of the 
plague, delayed the disease ten years. She was my instructress in 
the art of love, and J shall repeat to you what she said to me, be- 
ginning with the admissions made by Agathon, which are nearly 
if not quite the same which I made to the wise woman when she 
questioned me: I think that this will be the easiest way, and I shall 
take both parts myself as well as I can. As you, Agathon, suggested, 
I must speak first of the being and nature of Love, and then of his 
works. First I said to her in nearly the same words which he used 
to me, that Love was a mighty god, and likewise fair; and she 
proved to me as I proved to him that, by my own showing, Love 
was neither fair nor good. ‘What do you mean, Diotima,’ I said, “is 
love then evil and foul?’ ‘Hush,’ she cried; ‘must that be foul which 
is not fair?’ ‘Certainly,’ I said. ‘And is that which is not wise, ig- 
norant? do you not see that there is a mean between wisdom and 
ignorance?’ ‘And what may that be?’ I said. ‘Right opinion,’ she re- 
plied; ‘which, as you know, being incapable of giving a reason, Is 
not knowledge (for how can knowledge be devoid of reason? nor 
again, ignorance, for neither can ignorance attain the truth), but is 
clearly something which is a mean between ignorance and wis- 
dom.’ ‘Quite true,’ I replied. ‘Do not then insist,’ she said, ‘that 
what is not fair is of necessity foul, or what is not good evil; or infer 
that because love is not fair and good he is therefore foul and evil; 
for he is in a mean between them.’ ‘Well,’ I said, ‘Love is surely ad- 
mitted by all to be a great god.’ ‘By those who know or by those 
who do not know?’ ‘By all.’ ‘And how, Socrates,’ she said with a 
smile, ‘can Love be acknowledged to be a great god by those who 


PLATO /69 


say that he is not a god at all?’ ‘And who are they?’ J said. “You and 
I are two of them,’ she replied. ‘How can that be?’ I said. ‘It 1s 
quite intelligible,’ she replied; ‘for you yourself would acknowl- 
edge that the gods are happy and fair—of course you would— 
would you dare to say that any god was not?’ ‘Certainly not,’ I re- 
plied. ‘And you mean by the happy, those who are the possessors of 
things good or fair?’ ‘Yes.’ ‘And you admitted that Love, because 
he was in want, desires those good and fair things of which he ts in 
want?’ ‘Yes, I did.” ‘But how can he be a god who has no portion 
in what is either good or fair?’ ‘Impossible.’ “Then you see that 
you also deny the divinity of Love.’ 

‘What then is Love?’ I asked; ‘Is he mortal?’ ‘No.’ “What then?’ 
‘As in the former instance, he is neither mortal nor immortal, but 
in a mean between the two.’ “What is he, Diotima?’ ‘He is a great 
spitit (éaiywv), and like all spirits he is intermediate between the 
divine and the mortal.’ ‘And what,’ I said, ‘is his power?’ “He in- 
terprets,’ she replied, ‘between gods and men, conveying and tak- 
ing across to the gods the prayers and sacrifices of men, and to 
men the commands and replies of the gods; he is the mediator who 
spans the chasm which divides them, and therefore in him all is 
bound together, and through him the arts of the prophet and the 
priest, their sacrifices and mysteries and charms, and all prophecy 
and incantation, find their way. For God mingles not with man; 
but through Love all the intercourse and converse of god with 
man, whether awake or asleep, is carried on. The wisdom which 
understands this is spiritual; all other wisdom, such as that of arts 
and handicrafts, is mean and vulgar. Now these spirits or inter- 
mediate powers are many and diverse, and one of them is Love.’ 
‘And who,’ I said, ‘was his father, and who his mother?’ “The tale,’ 
she said, ‘will take time; nevertheless I will tell you. On the birth- 
day of Aphrodite there was a feast of the gods, at which the god 
Poros or Plenty, who is the son of Metis or Discretion, was one of 
the guests. When the feast was over, Penia or Poverty, as the man- 
ner is on such occasions, came about the doors to beg. Now Plenty, 
who was the worse for nectar (there was no wine in those days), 
went into the garden of Zeus and fell into a heavy sleep; and 
Poverty considering her own straitened circumstances, plotted to 
have a child by him, and accordingly she lay down at his side and 
conceived Love, who. partly because he is naturally a lover of the 
beautiful, and because Aphrodite is herself beautiful, and also be- 
cause he was born on her birthday, is her follower and attendant. 
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And as his parentage is, so also are his fortunes. In the first place he 
is always poor, and anything but tender and fair, as the many 
imagine him; and he is rough and squalid, and has no shoes, nor a 
house to dwell in; on the bare earth exposed he lies under the open 
heaven, in the streets, or at the doors of houses, taking his rest; and 
like his mother he is always in distress. Like his father too, whom 
he also partly resembles, he is always plotting against the fair and 
good; he is bold, enterprising, strong, a mighty hunter, always 
weaving some intrigue or other, keen in the pursuit of wisdom, fer- 
tile in resources; a philosopher at all times, terrible as an enchanter, 
sorcerer, sophist. He is by nature neither mortal nor immortal, but 
alive and flourishing at one moment when he is in plenty, and 
dead at another moment, and again alive by reason of his father’s 
nature. But that which is always flowing in is always flowing out, 
and so he is never in want and never in wealth; and, further, he is 
in a mean between ignorance and knowledge. The truth of the 
matter is this: No god is a philosopher or seeker after wisdom, for 
he is wise already; nor does any man who is wise seek after wis- 
dom. Neither do the ignorant seek after wisdom. For herein is the 
evil of ignorance, that he who is neither good nor wise is neverthe- 
less satisied with himself: he has no desire for that of which he 
feels no want.’ ‘But who then, Diotima,’ I said, ‘are the lovers of 
wisdom, if they are neither the wise nor the foolish?’ ‘A child may 
answer that question,’ she replied; ‘they are those who are in a 
mean between the two; Love is one of them. For wisdom is a most 
beautiful thing, and Love is of the beautiful; and therefore Love is 
also a philosopher or lover of wisdom, and being a lover of wis- 
dom is in a mean between the wise and the ignorant. And of this 
too his birth is the cause; for his father is wealthy and wise, and his 
mother poor and foolish. Such, my dear Socrates, is the nature of 
the spirit Love. The error in your conception of him was very 
natural, and as I imagine from what you say, has arisen out of a 
confusion of love and the beloved, which made you think that 
love was all beautiful. For the beloved is the truly beautiful, and 
delicate, and perfect, and blessed; but the principle of love is of 
another nature, and is such as I have described.’ 

I said: ‘O thou stranger woman, thou sayest well; but, assuming 
Love to be such as you say, what is the use of him to men?’ “That, 
Socrates,’ she replied, ‘I will attempt to unfold: of his nature and 
birth I have already spoken; and you acknowledge that love is of 
the beautiful. But some one will say: Of the beautiful in what, So- 
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crates and Diotima?—or rather let me put the question more clear- 
ly, and ask: When a man loves the beautiful, what does he desire?’ 
I answered her “That the beautiful may be his.’ ‘Still,’ she said, ‘the 
answer suggests a further question: What is given by the possession 
of beauty?’ “To what you have asked,’ I replied, ‘] have no answer 
teady.’ “Then,’ she said, ‘let me put the word “good” in the place 
of the beautiful, and repeat the question once more: If he who 
loves loves the good, what is it then that he loves?’ “The possession 
of the good,’ I said. ‘And what does he gain who possesses the 
good?’ ‘Happiness,’ I replied; ‘there is less difficulty in answering 
that question.’ ‘Yes,’ she said, ‘the happy are made happy by the 
acquisition of good things. Nor is there any need to ask why a man 
desires happiness; the answer is already final.’ ‘You are right,’ I 
said. ‘And is this wish and this desire common to all? and do all 
men always desire their own good, or only some men?—what say 
you?’ ‘All men,’ I replied; ‘the desire is common to all.’ “Why, 
then,’ she rejoined, ‘are not all men, Socrates, said to love, but 
only some of them? whereas you say that all men are always loving 
the same things.’ ‘I myself wonder,’ I said, ‘why this is.’ “There is 
nothing to wonder at,’ she replied; ‘the reason is that one part of 
love is separated off and receives the name of the whole, but the 
other parts have other names.’ ‘Give an illustration,’ I said. She 
answered me as follows: “There is poetry, which, as you know, is 
complex and manifold. All creation or passage of non-being into 
being is poetry or making, and the processes of all art are creative; 
and the masters of arts are all poets or makers.’ “Very true.’ ‘Still,’ 
she said, ‘you know that they are not called poets, but have other 
names; only that portion of the art which is separated off from the 
rest, and is concerned with music and metre, is termed poetry, and 
they who possess poetry in this sense of the word are called poets.’ 
‘Very true,’ I said. ‘And the same holds of love. For you may say 
generally that all desire of good and happiness is only the great and 
subtle power of love; but they who are drawn towards him by any 
other path, whether the path of money-making or gymnastics or 
philosophy, are not called lovers—the name of the whole ts appro- 
priated to those whose affection takes one form only—they alone 
are said to love, or to be lovers.’ ‘I dare say,’ I replied, ‘that you are 
right.’ “Yes,’ she added, ‘and you hear people say that lovers are 
seeking for their other half; but I say that they are seeking neither 
for the half of themselves, nor for the whole, unless the half or the 
whole be also a good. And they will cut off their own hands and 
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feet and cast them away, if they are evil; for they love not what is 
their own, unless perchance there be some one who calls what be- 
longs to him the good, and what belongs to another the evil. For 
there is nothing which men love but the good. Is there anything?’ 
‘Certainly, I should say, that there is nothing.’ ‘Then,’ she said, 
‘the simple truth is, that men love the good.’ ‘Yes,’ I said. “To 
which must be added that they love the possession of the good?’ 
“Yes, that must be added.’ ‘And not only the possession, but the 
everlasting possession of the good?’ “That must be added too.’ 
“Then love,’ she said, ‘may be described generally as the love of the 
everlasting possession of the good?’ “That is most true.’ 

“Then if this be the nature of love, can you tell me further,’ she 
said, ‘what is the manner of the pursuit? what are they doing who 
show all this eagerness and heat which is called love? and what is 
the object which they have in view? Answer me.’ ‘Nay, Diotima,’ I 
replied, ‘if I had known, I should not have wondered at your wis- 
dom, neither should I have come to learn from you about this very 
matter.’ “Well,’ she said, ‘I will teach you:—The object which they 
have in view is birth in beauty, whether of body or soul.’ ‘I do not 
understand you,’ I said; ‘the oracle requires an explanation.’ ‘I will 
make my meaning clearer,’ she replied. ‘I mean to say, that all men 
are bringing to the birth in their bodies and in their souls. There 
Is a certain age at which human nature is desirous of procreation 
—procreation which must be in beauty and not in deformity; and 
this procreation is the union of man and woman, and is a divine 
thing; for conception and generation are an immortal principle in 
the mortal creature, and in the inharmonious they can never be. 
But the deformed is always inharmonious with the divine, and the 
beautiful harmonious. Beauty, then, is the destiny or goddess of 
parturition who presides at birth, and therefore, when approaching 
beauty, the conceiving power is propitious, and diffusive, and be- 
nign, and begets and bears fruit: at the sight of ugliness she 
frowns and contracts and has a sense of pain, and turns away, and 
shrivels up, and not without a pang refrains from conception. And 
this is the reason why, when the hour of conception arrives, and 
the teeming nature is full, there is such a flutter and ecstasy about 
beauty whose approach is the alleviation of the pain of travail. For 
love, Socrates, is not, as you imagine, the love of the beautiful 
only.’ “What then?’ ‘The love of generation and of birth in beauty.’ 
‘Yes,’ I said. “Yes, indeed,’ she replied. ‘But why of generation?’ 
‘Because to the mortal creature, generation is a sort of eternity and 
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immortality,’ she replied; ‘and if, as has been already admitted, 
love is of the everlasting possession of the good, all men will neces- 
sarily desire immortality together with good: Wherefore love is of 
immortality.’ 

All this she taught me at various times when she spoke of love. 
And I remember her once saying to me, “What is the cause, Soc- 
rates, of love, and the attendant desire? See you not how all ani 
mals, birds, as well as beasts, in their desire of procreation, are in 
agony when they take the infection of love, which begins with the 
desire of union; whereto is added the care of offspring, on whose 
behalf the weakest are ready to battle against the strongest even to 
the uttermost, and to die for them, and will let themselves be tor- 
mented with hunger or suffer anything in order to maintain their 
young. Man may be supposed to act thus from reason; but why 
should animals have these passionate feelings? Can you tell me 
why?’ Again I replied that I did not know. She said to me: ‘And 
do you expect ever to become a master in the art of love, if you do 
not know this?’ ‘But I have told you already, Diotima, that my ig- 
norance is the reason why I come to you; for I am conscious that I 
want a teacher; tell me then the cause of this and of the other mys- 
teries of love.’ “Marvel not,’ she said, ‘if you believe that love is of 
the immortal, as we have several times acknowledged; for here 
again, and on the same principle too, the mortal nature is seeking 
as far as is possible to be everlasting and immortal: and this is only 
to be attained by generation, because generation always leaves be- 
hind a new existence in the place of the old. Nay even in the life 
of the same individual there is succession and not absolute unity: 
a man is called the same, and yet in the short interval which 
elapses between youth and age, and in which every animal is said 
to have life and identity, he is undergoing a perpetual process of 
loss and reparation—hair, flesh, bones, blood, and the whole 
body are always changing. Which is true not only of the body, but 
also of the soul, whose habits, tempers, opinions, desires, pleasures, 
pains, fears, never remain the same in any one of us, but are always 
coming and going; and equally true of knowledge, and what is still 
more surprising to us mortals, not only do the sciences in general 
spring up and decay, so that in respect of them we are never the 
same; but each of them individually experiences a like change. For 
what is implied in the word “recollection,” but the departure of 
knowledge, which is ever being forgotten, and is renewed and pre- 
served by recollection, and appears to be the same although in 
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reality new, according to that law of succession by which all mor- 
tal things are preserved, not absolutely the same, but by substitu- 
tion, the old worn-out mortality leaving another new and similar 
existence behind—unlike the divine, which is always the same and 
not another? And in this way, Socrates, the mortal body, or 
mortal anything, partakes of immortality; but the immortal in 
another way. Marvel not then at the love which all men have of 
their offspring; for that universal love and interest is for the sake of 
immortality.’ 

I was astonished at her words, and said: ‘Is this really true, O 
thou wise Diotima?’ And she answered with all the authority of an 
accomplished sophist: ‘Of that, Socrates, you may be assured;— 
think only of the ambition of men, and you will wonder at the 
senselessness of their ways, unless you consider how they are stirred 
by the love of an immortality of fame. ‘They are ready to run all 
risks greater far than they would have run for their children, and to 
spend money and undergo any sort of toil, and even to die, for 
the sake of leaving behind them a name which shall be eternal. Do 
you imagine that Alcestis would have died to save Admetus, or 
Achilles to avenge Patroclus, or your own Codrus in order to pre- 
serve the kingdom for his sons, if they had not imagined that the 
memory of their virtues, which still survives among us, would be 
immortal? Nay,’ she said, ‘I am persuaded that all men do all 
things, and the better they are the more they do them, in hope of 
the glorious fame of immortal virtue; for they desire the immortal. 

“Those who are pregnant in the body only, betake themselves to 
women and beget children—this is the character of their love; 
their offspring, as they hope, will preserve their memory and give 
them the blessedness and immortality which they desire in the fu- 
ture. But souls which are pregnant—for there certainly are men 
who are more creative in their souls than in their bodies—conceive 
that which is proper for the soul to conceive or contain. And what 
are these conceptions?—wisdom and virtue in general. And such 
creators are poets and all artists who are deserving of the name in- 
ventor. But the greatest and fairest sort of wisdom by far is that 
which is concerned with the ordering of states and families, and 
which is called temperance and justice. And he who in youth has 
the seed of these implanted in him and is himself inspired, when 
he comes to maturity desires to beget and generate. He wanders 
about seeking beauty that he may beget offspring—for in deform- 
ity he will beget nothing—and naturally embraces the beautiful 
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rather than the deformed body; above all when he finds a fair and 
noble and well-nurtured soul, he embraces the two in one person, 
and to such an one he is full of speech about virtue and the nature 
and pursuits of a good man; and he tries to educate him; and at the 
touch of the beautiful which is ever present to his memory, even 
when absent, he brings forth that which he had conceived long be- 
fore, and in company with him tends that which he brings forth; 
and they are married by a far nearer tie and have a closer friend- 
ship than those who beget mortal children, for the children who 
are their common offspring are fairer and more immortal. Who, 
when he thinks of Homer and Hesiod and other great poets, would 
not rather have their children than ordinary human ones? Who 
would not emulate them in the creation of children such as theirs, 
which have preserved their memory and given them everlasting 
glory? Or who would not have such children as Lycurgus left be- 
hind him to be the saviours, not only of Lacedaemon, but of Hel- 
las, as one may say? There is Solon, too, who is the revered father 
of Athenian laws; and many others there are in many other places, 
both among Hellenes and barbarians, who have given to the 
world many noble works, and have been the parents of virtue of 
every kind; and many temples have been raised in their honour for 
the sake of children such as theirs; which were never raised in 
honour of any one, for the sake of his mortal children. 

“These are the lesser mysteries of love, into which even you, Soc- 
rates, may enter; to the greater and more hidden ones which are 
the crown of these, and to which, if you pursue them in a right 
spirit, they will lead, I know not whether you will be able to at- 
tain. But I will do my utmost to inform you, and do you follow if 
you can. For he who would proceed aright in this matter should 
begin in youth to visit beautiful forms; and first, if he be guided by 
his instructor aright, to love one such form only—out of that he 
should create fair thoughts; and soon he will of himself perceive 
that the beauty of one form is akin to the beauty of another; and 
then if beauty of form in general is his pursuit, how foolish would 
he be not to recognize that the beauty in every form is one and 
the same! And when he perceives this he will abate his violent 
love of the one, which he will despise and deem a small thing, and 
will become a lover of ail beautiful forms; in the next stage he will 
consider that the beauty of the mind is more honourable than the 
beauty of the outward form. So that if a virtuous soul have but a 
little comeliness, he will be content to love and tend him, and will 
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search out and bring to the birth thoughts which may improve the 
young, until he is compelled to contemplate and see the beauty of 
institutions and laws, and to understand that the beauty of them 
all is of one family, and that personal beauty is a trifle; and after 
laws and institutions he will go on to the sciences, that he may 
see their beauty, being not like a servant in love with the beauty of 
one youth or man or institution, himself a slave mean and narrow- 
minded, but drawing towards and contemplating the vast sea of 
beauty, he will create many fair and noble thoughts and notions in 
boundless love of wisdom; until on that shore he grows and waxes 
strong, and at last the vision is revealed to him of a single science, 
which is the science of beauty everywhere. To this I will proceed; 
please to give me your very best attention: 

“He who has been instructed thus far in the things of love, and 
who has learned to see the beautiful in due order and succession, 
when he comes toward the end will suddenly perceive a nature of 
wondrous beauty (and this, Socrates, is the final cause of all our 
former toils)—a nature which in the first place is everlasting, not 
growing and decaying, or waxing and waning; secondly, not fair in 
one point of view and foul in another, or at one time or in one re- 
lation or at one place fair, at another time or in another relation or 
at another place foul, as if fair to some and foul to others, or in the 
likeness of a face or hands or any other part of the bodily frame, or 
in any form of speech or knowledge, or existing in any other being, 
as for example, in an animal, or in heaven, or in earth, or in any 
other place; but beauty absolute, separate, simple, and everlasting, 
which without diminution and without increase, or any change, is 
imparted to the ever-growing and perishing beauties of all other 
things. He who from these ascending under the influence of true 
love, begins to perceive that beauty, is not far from the end. And 
the true order of going, or being led by another, to the things of 
love, is to begin from the beauties of earth and mount upwards for 
the sake of that other beauty, using these as steps only, and from 
one going on to two, and from two to all fair forms, and from fair 
forms to fair practices, and from fair practices to fair notions, until 
from fair notions he arrives at the notion of absolute beauty, and at 
last knows what the essence of beauty is. This, my dear Socrates,’ 
said the stranger of Mantineia, ‘is that life above all others which 
man should live, in the contemplation of beauty absolute; a beauty 
which if you once beheld, you would see not to be after the meas- 
ure of gold, and garments, and fair boys and youths, whose pres- 
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ence now entrances you; and you and many a one would be con- 
tent to live seeing them only and conversing with them without 
meat or drink, if that were possible—you only want to look at 
them and to be with them. But what if man had eyes to see the 
true beauty—the divine beauty, I mean, pure and clear and unal- 
loyed, not clogged with the pollutions of mortality and all the 
colours and vanities of human life—thither looking, and holding 
converse with the true beauty simple and divine? Remember how 
in that communion only, beholding beauty with the eye of the 
mind, he will be enabled to bring forth, not images of beauty, but 
realities (for he has hold not of an image but of a reality), and 
bringing forth and nourishing true virtue to become the friend of 
God and be immortal, if mortal man may. Would that be an ig- 
noble life?’ 
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ARISTOTLE 


Aristotle’s philosophy of art is known through the Poetics, with- 
out doubt the most influential single work on art. Yet the Poetics 
gives by itself an incomplete picture of Aristotle’s thought, for he 
has much to say about the definition of art, art and nature, 
beauty, and artistic goodness throughout his writing. It ts only 
when we take all this into accc ant that we can see what his phi- 
losophy of art ts. In the total picture the Poetics appears as essen- 
tially a work on one kind of techne (the imitative sort) with 
little to say on many problems essential to Aristotle's position. 

Aristotle’s philosophy of art is therefore presented through a 
number of passages culled from many books, and arranged in ac- 
cordance with central problems. The first section, ‘““What is Art,” 
distinguishes art from nature and from acting. Art is a capacity to 
make, concerned with contriving the coming-into-being of ends 
determined by reason. In artistic making—as Section II, “Na- 
ture and Art,” shows—the envisioned end determines the appro- 
priate means for its realization. Section III, “Standard of Artistic 
Goodness,” is concerned with the determination of excellence in 
techne. The well-made artistic work has a perfection of form and 
a sureness of method which guarantees that it will be a satis- 
factory whole in itself and efficacious in its work. This implies, as 
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Section IV, “Beauty,” points out, that the elements in its com- 
position exhibit symmetry, harmony, and definiteness. 

All these conditions for techne are assumed in the discussion 
of imitative art which constitutes the Poetics, a treatise which 
centers upon one kind of imitative art, poetry, and within that, 
tragic drama. Many of the statements about tragic drama are 
amplified elsewhere in Aristotle’s writing, e.g., in the Rhetoric, 
where pity and fear are described, and in the Politics, where ca- 
tharsis is illustrated. Important material from the Nicomachean 
Ethics has not been included because of its generality, but the 
reader is advised to read Book III in connection with the concep- 
tion of action and tragic flaw (hamartia). Section VI, “Theory 
of Music,” presents a brief, enlightening statement about the 
uses and powers of music, and also serves to point out how 
Aristotle differs from Plato in his evaluation of art. 

While Plato insists that artistic imitation, especially tragedy, 
feeds the passions and misleads the seeker after truth, Aristotle 
answers that the arts in general are valuable because they repair 
the deficiencies in nature, and that tragic drama in particular is 
justifiable because of the moral contribution it makes. Tragedy 
is d means of gaining knowledge, through its presentation of 
philosophic truths, and is a way of coping with the enthusiastic 
states common to all men, Although Aristotle, like Plato, 1s in- 
terested in madness (see especially, Poetics, Chapter 17; On 
Dreams, I, 1 and I, 2; Problems, XXX, 1), he depreciates the im- 
portance of beauty and erotic love which figure so centrally tn 
Plato’s discussion of the arts. The rejection of Plato’s meta- 
physical idealism accounts for Aristotle’s treatment of beauty as 
a property of the art work or natural object and for his emphasis 
upon the moral benefits of tragedy as against the inspired search 
for the Beautiful which Plato sees as the proper end of art. 

On the other hand Aristotle follows Plato on many points. He 
agrees that art is a kind of techne, that there is a measure and 
mean appropriate to the exercise of techne, and that the most 
important human arts, such as music, painting, sculpture, litera- 
ture, are imitative of human souls, bodies, and actions. If the 
Poetics is considered as in part an answer to Plato’s criticism of 
the imitative arts, then it is clear that Aristotle regards Plato's 
condemnation as inappropriate, for the imitative arts are human 
instruments of learning, and their effects upon the spectator ben- 
eficial. Aristotle’s justification of this answer is found throughout 
his writings, but is perhaps most skillfully realized in those parts 
of the Poetics which lay down the conditions for the well-made 
plot and the creation of character. In addition, Aristotle has an 
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historical and anthropological interest that leads him to justify 
the imitative art of tragedy as the natural later development of a 
human religious activity. Tragedy has found, now, its proper form 
and realized its nature, 


WHAT IS ART? 


FROM Metaphysics 
(10708 4-1070% 30; 10468 5-10465 28 with omissions) 


BOOK XII 


. . . Each substance comes into being out of something that 
shares its name. (Natural objects and other things both rank as 
substances.) For things come into being either by art or by nature 
or by luck or by spontaneity. Now art is a principle of movement in 
something other than the thing moved, nature is a principle in the 
thing itself (for man begets man), and the other causes are priva- 
tions of these two. 

There are three kinds of substance—the matter, which is a ‘this’ 
in appearance (for all things that are characterized by contact 
and not by organic unity are matter and substratum, e.g. fire, flesh, 
head; for these are all matter, and the last matter is the matter of 
that which is in the full sense substance); the nature, which is a 
‘this’ or positive state towards which movement takes place; and 
again, thirdly, the particular substance which is composed of these 
two, e.g. Socrates or Callias. Now in some cases the ‘this’ does not 
exist apart from the composite substance, e.g. the form of house 
does not so exist, unless the art of building exists apart (nor is 
there generation and destruction of these forms, but it is m 
another way that the house apart from its matter, and health, and 
all ideals of art, exist and do not exist); but if the ‘this’ exists apart 
from the concrete thing, it is only in the case of natural objects. 
And so Plato was not far wrong when he said that there are as 
many Forms as there are kinds of natural object (if there are 
Forms distinct from the things of this earth). ‘The moving causes 
exist as things preceding the effects, but causes in the sense of 
definitions are simultaneous with their effects. For when a man is 
healthy, then health also exists; and the shape of a bronze sphere 
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exists at the same time as the bronze sphere. (But we must exam- 
ine whether any form also survives afterwards. For in some cases 
there is nothing to prevent this; e.g. the soul may be of this sort-— 
not all soul but the reason; for presumably it is impossible that all 
soul should survive.) Evidently then there is no necessity, on this 
ground at least, for the existence of the Ideas. For man is begotten 
by man, a given man by an individual father; and similarly in the 
arts; for the medical art is the formal cause of health. 
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BOOK IX 


. .. We have pointed out elsewhere! that ‘potency’ and the 
word ‘can’ have several senses. Of these we may neglect all the po- 
tencies that are so called by an equivocation. For some are called 
so by analogy, as in geometry we say one thing is or is not a ‘power’ 
of another by virtue of the presence or absence of some relation be- 
tween them. But all potencies that conform to the same type are 
originative sources of some kind, and are called potencies in refer- 
ence to one primary kind of potency, which is an originative source 
of change in another thing or in the thing itself qua other. 
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. . . Ina sense the potency of acting and of being acted on is 
one (for a thing may be ‘capable’ either because it can itself be 
acted on or because something else can be acted on by it), but in 
a sense the potencies are different. For the one is in the thing 
acted on; it is because it contains a certain originative source, and 
because even the matter is an originative source, that the thing 
acted on is acted on, and one thing by one, another by another; 
for that which is oily can be burnt, and that which yields in a 
particular way can be crushed; and similarly in all other cases. But 
the other potency is in the agent, e.g. heat and the art of building 
are present, one in that which can produce heat and the other in 
the man who can build. 
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2 Since some such originative sources are present in soulless 
things, and others in things possessed of soul, and in soul, and in 
the rational part of the soul, clearly some potencies will be non- 
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rational and some will be accompanied by a rational formula. This 
is why all arts, i.e. all productive forms of knowledge, are po- 
tencies; they are originative sources of change in another thing or 
in the artist himself considered as other. 

And each of those which are accompanied by a rational formula 
is alike capable of contrary effects, but one non-rational power 
produces one effect; e.g. the hot is capable only of heating, but the 
medical art can produce both disease and health. The reason is 
that science is a rational formula, and the same rational formula 
explains a thing and its privation, only not in the same way; and in 
a sense it applies to both, but in a sense it applies rather to the 
positive fact. Therefore such sciences must deal with contraries, but 
with one in virtue of their own nature and with the other not in 
virtue of their nature; for the rational formula applies to one object 
in virtue of that object’s nature, and to the other, in a sense, acci- 
dentally. For it is by denial and removal that it exhibits the con- 
trary; for the contrary is the primary privation, and this is the re- 
moval of the positive term. Now since contraries do not occur in 
the same thing, but science is a potency which depends on the 
possession of a rational formula, and the soul possesses an origina- 
tive source of movement; therefore, while the wholesome produces 
only health and the calorific only heat and the frigorific only cold, 
the scientific man produces both the contrary effects. For the ra- 
tional formula is one which applies to both, though not in the same 
way, and it is in a soul which possesses an originative source of 
movement; so that the soul will start both processes from the same 
originative source, having linked them up with the same thing. 
And so the things whose potency is according to a rational for- 
mula act contrariwise to the things whose potency is non-rational, 
for the products of the former are included under one originative 
source, the rational formula. 

It is obvious also that the potency of merely doing a thing or 
having it done to one is implied in that of doing it or having it 
done well, but the latter is not always implied in the former: for 
he who does a thing well must also do it, but he who does it 
merely need not also do it well. 
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FROM Nicomachean Ethics 
(11408 1-11404 24) 


BOOK VII 


4 In the variable are included both things made and things 
done; making and acting are different (for their nature we treat 
even the discussions outside our school as reliable); so that the 
reasoned state of capacity to act is different from the reasoned 
state of capacity to make. Hence too they are not included one in 
the other; for neither is acting making nor is making acting. Now 
since architecture is an art and is essentially a reasoned state of 
capacity to make, and there is neither any art that is not such a 
state nor any such state that is not an art, art is identical with a 
state of capacity to make, involving a true course of reasoning. All 
art is concerned with coming into being, i.e. with contriving and 
considering how something may come into being which is capable 
of either being or not being, and whose origin is in the maker and 
not in the thing made; for art is concerned neither with things that 
are, or come into being, by necessity, nor with things that do so in 
accordance with nature (since these have their origin in them- 
selves). Making and acting being different, art must be a matter of 
making, not of acting. And in a sense chance and art are con- 
cerned with the same objects; as Agathon says, ‘art loves chance 
and chance loves art’. Art, then, as has been said, is a state con- 
cerned with making, involving a true course of reasoning, and lack 
of art on the contrary is a state concerned with making, involving 
a false course of reasoning; both are concerned with the variable. 
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COMING-TO-BE AND 


ARTISTIC PRODUCTION 
Nature and Art 


FROM Parts of Animals 
(639 12-6408 29) 


BOOK I 


. . . The causes concerned in the generation of the works of na- 
ture are, as we see, more than one. There is the final cause and 
there is the motor cause. Now we must decide which of these two 
causes comes first, which second. Plainly, however, that cause is the 
first which we call the final one. For this is the Reason, and the 
Reason forms the starting-point, alike in the works of art and in 
works of nature. For consider how the physician or how the builder 
sets about his work. He starts by forming for himself a definite pic- 
ture, in the one case perceptible to mind, in the other to sense, of 
his end—the physician of health, the builder of a house—and this 
he holds forward as the reason and explanation of each subsequent 
step that he takes, and of his acting in this or that way as the case 
may be. Now in the works of nature the good end and the final 
cause is still more dominant than in works of art such as these, nor 
is necessity a factor with the same significance in them all; though 
almost all writers, while they try to refer their origin to this cause, 
do so without distinguishing the various senses in which the term 
necessity is used. For there is absolute necessity, manifested in 
eternal phenomena; and there is hypothetical necessity, manifested 
in everything that is generated by nature as in everything that 1s 
produced by art, be it a house or what it may. For if a house or 
other such final object is to be realized, it is necessary that such 
and such material shall exist; and it is necessary that first this and 
then that shall be produced, and first this and then that set in 
motion, and so on in continuous succession, until the end and 
final result is reached, for the sake of which each prior thing 
is produced and exists. As with these productions of art, so 
also is it with the productions of nature. The mode of necessity, 
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however, and the mode of ratiocination are different in natural 640° 
science from what they are in the theoretical sciences; of which we 
have spoken elsewhere. For in the latter the starting-point is that 
which 1s; in the former that which is to be. For it is that which is 5 
yet to be—health, let us say, or a man—that, owing to its being of 
such and such characters, necessitates the pre-existence or previous 
production of this and that antecedent; and not this or that antece- 
dent which, because it exists or has been generated, makes it nec- 
essary that health or a man is in, or shall come into, existence. 
Nor is it possible to trace back the series of necessary antecedents 

to a starting-point, of which you can say that, existing itself from 
eternity, it has determined their existence as its consequent. These 
however, again, are matters that have been dealt with in another 10 
treatise. There too it was stated in what cases absolute and hypo- 
thetical necessity exist; in what cases also the proposition express- 
ing hypothetical necessity is simply convertible, and what cause it 

is that determines this convertibility. 

Another matter which must not be passed over without con- 
sideration is, whether the proper subject of our exposition is that 
with which the ancient writers concerned themselves, namely, what 
is the process of formation of each animal; or whether it is not 
rather, what are the characters of a given creature when formed. 
For there is no small difference between these two views. The best 
course appears to be that we should follow the method already 
mentioned, and begin with the phenomena presented by each 1s 
group of animals, and, when this is done, proceed afterwards to 
state the causes of those phenomena, and to deal with their evolu- 
tion. For elsewhere, as for instance in house building, this is the 
true sequence. The plan of the house, or the house, has this and 
that form; and because it has this and that form, therefore is its 
construction carried out in this or that manner. For the process of 
evolution is for the sake of the thing finally evolved, and not this 
for the sake of the process. Empedocles, then, was in error when he 
said that many of the characters presented by animals were merely 
the results of incidental occurrences during their development; for 20 
instance, that the backbone was divided as it is into vertebrae, be- 
cause it happened to be broken owing to the contorted position of 
the foetus in the womb. In so saying he overlooked the fact that 
propagation implies a creative seed endowed with certain forma- 
tive properties. Secondly, he neglected another fact, namely, that 
the parent animal pre-exists, not only in idea, but actually in time. 25 
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For man is generated from man; and thus it is the possession of 
certain characters by the parent that determines the development 
of like characters in the child. The same statement holds good also 
for the operations of art, and even for those which are apparently 
spontaneous. For the same result as is produced by art may occur 
spontaneously. Spontaneity, for instance, may bring about the res- 
toration of health. The products of art, however, require the pre- 
existence of an efficient cause homogeneous with themselves, such 
as the statuary’s art, which must necessarily precede the statue; for 
this cannot possibly be produced spontaneously. Art indeed con- 
sists in the conception of the result to be produced before its zeali- 
zation in the material. As with spontaneity, so with chance; for this 
also produces the same result as art, and by the same process. 


FROM Physics 
(198? 10-200? g) 


BOOK II 


8 We must explain then (1) that Nature belongs to the class of 
causes which act for the sake of something; (2) about the neces- 
sary and its place in physical problems, for all writers ascribe things 
to this cause, arguing that since the hot and the cold, &c., are of 
such and such a kind, therefore certain things necessarily are and 
come to be—and if they mention any other cause (one his “friend- 
ship and strife’, another his ‘mind’), it is only to touch on it, and 
then good-bye to it. 

A difficulty presents itself: why should not nature work, not for 
the sake of something, nor because it is better so, but just as the 
sky rains, not in order to make the corn grow, but of necessity? 
What is drawn up must cool, and what has been cooled must be- 
come water and descend, the result of this being that the corn 
grows. Similarly, if a man’s crop is spoiled on the threshing-floor, 
the rain did not fall for the sake of this—in order that the crop 
might be spoiled—but that result just followed. Why then should 
it not be the same with the parts in nature, e.g. that our teeth 
should come up of necessity—the front teeth sh rp, fitted for tear- 
ing, the molars broad and useful for grinding down the food— 
since they did not arise for this end, but it was merely a coincident 
result; and so with all other parts in which we suppose that there is 
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purpose? Wherever then all the parts came about just what they 
would have been if they had come to be for an end, such things 
survived, being organized spontaneously in a fitting way; whereas 
those which grew otherwise perished and continue to perish, as 
Empedocles says his ‘man-faced ox-progeny’ did. 

Such are the arguments (and others of the kind) which may 
cause difhculty on this point. Yet it is impossible that this should 
be the true view. For teeth and all other natural things either in- 
variably or normally come about in a given way; but of not one of 
the results of chance or spontaneity is this true. We do not ascribe 
to chance or mere coincidence the frequency of rain in winter, but 
frequent rain in summer we do; nor heat in the dog-days, but only 
if we have it in winter. If then, it is agreed that things are either 
the result of coincidence or for an end, and these cannot be the re- 
sult of coincidence or spontaneity, it follows that they must be for 
an end; and that such things are all due to nature even the cham- 
pions of the theory which is before us would agree. Therefore ac- 
tion for an end is present in things which come to be and are by 
nature. 

Further, where a series has a completion, all the preceding steps 
are for the sake of that. Now surely as in intelligent action, so in 
nature; and as in nature, so it is in each action, if nothing inter- 
feres. Now intelligent action is for the sake of an end; therefore 
the nature of things also is so. Thus if a house, e.g., had been a 
thing made by nature, it would have been made in the same way 
as it is now by art; and if things made by nature were made also by 
art, they would come to be in the same way as by nature. Each step 
then in the series is for the sake of the next; and generally art 
partly completes what nature cannot bring to a finish, and partly 
imitates her. If, therefore, artificial products are for the sake of an 
end, so clearly also are natural products. The relation of the later 
to the earlier terms of the series is the same in both. 

This is most obvious in the animals other than man: they make 
things neither by art nor after inquiry or deliberation. Wherefore 
people discuss whether it is by intelligence or by some other faculty 
that these creatures work,—spiders, ants, and the like. By gradual 
advance in this direction we come to see clearly that in plants too 
that is produced which is conducive to the end—leaves, e.g. grow to 
provide shade for the fruit. If then it is both by nature and for an 
end that the swallow makes its nest and the spider its web, and 
plants grow leaves for the sake of the fruit and send their roots 
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down (not up) for the sake of nourishment, it is plain that this 
kind of cause is operative in things which come to be and are by na- 
ture. And since ‘nature’ means two things, the matter and the 
form, of which the latter is the end, and since all the rest is for the 
sake of the end, the form must be the cause in the sense of ‘that for 
the sake of which’. 

Now mistakes come to pass even in the operations of art: the 
grammarian makes a mistake in writing and the doctor pours out 
the wrong dose. Hence clearly mistakes are possible in the operations 
of nature also. If then in art there are cases in which what 1s 
tightly produced serves a purpose, and if where mistakes occur 
there was a purpose in what was attempted, only it was not at- 
tained, so must it be also in natura] products, and monstrosities will 
be failures in the purposive effort. Thus in the original combina- 
tions the ‘ox-progeny’ if they failed to reach a determinate end 
must have arisen through the corruption of some principle corre- 
sponding to what is now the seed. 

Further, seed must have come into being first, and not straight- 
way the animals: the words ‘whole-natured first . . .’ must have 
meant seed. 

Again, in plants too we find the relation of means to end, 
though the degree of organization is less. Were there then in plants 
also ‘olive-headed vine-progeny’, like the ‘man-headed ox-progeny’, 
or not? An absurd suggestion; yet there must have been, if there 
were such things among animals. 

Moreover, among the seeds anything must have come to be at 
random. But the person who asserts this entirely does away with 
‘nature’ and what exists ‘by nature’. For those things are natural 
which, by a continuous movement originated from an internal 
principle, arrive at some completion: the same completion is not 
reached from every principle; nor any chance completion, but al- 
ways the tendency in each is towards the same end, if there is no 
impediment. 

The end and the means towards it may come about by chance. 
We say, for instance, that a stranger has come by chance, paid the 
ransom, and gone away, when he does so as if he had come for 
that purpose, though it was not for that that he came. This is inci- 
dental, for chance is an incidental cause, as I remarked before. But 
when an event takes place always or for the most part, it is not inci- 
dental or by chance. In natural products the sequence is mvariable, 
if there is no impediment. 
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It is absurd to suppose that purpose is not present because we 
do not observe the agent deliberating. Art does not deliberate. If 
the ship-building art were in the wood, it would produce the same 
results by nature. If, therefore, purpose is present in art, it is pres- 
ent also in nature. The best illustration is a doctor doctoring him- 
self: nature is like that. 

It is plain then that nature is a cause, a cause that operates for a 
purpose. 


g As regards what is ‘of necessity’, we must ask whether the ne- 
cessity is ‘hypothetical’, or ‘simple’ as well. The current view 
places what is of necessity in the process of production, just as if 
one were to suppose that the wall of a house necessarily comes to 
be because what is heavy is naturally carried downwards and what 
is light to the top, wherefore the stones and foundations take the 
lowest place, with earth above because it is hghter, and wood at the 
top of all as being the lightest. Whereas, though the wall does not 
come to be without these, it is not due to these, except as its 
material cause: it comes to be for the sake of sheltering and guard- 
ing certain things. Similarly in all other things which involve pro- 
duction for an end; the product cannot come to be without things 
which have a necessary nature, but it is not due to these (except 
as its material); it comes to be for an end. For instance, why is a 
saw such as it is? To effect so-and-so and for the sake of so-and-so. 
This end, however, cannot be realized unless the saw is made of 
iron. It is, therefore, necessary for it to be of iron, if we are to have 
a saw and perform the operation of sawing. What is necessary then, 
is necessary on a hypothesis; it is not a result necessarily deter- 
mined by antecedents. Necessity is in the matter, while ‘that for 
the sake of which’ is in the definition. 

Necessity in mathematics is in a way similar to necessity in 
things which come to be through the operation of nature. Since a 
straight line is what it is, it is necessary that the angles of a triangle 
should equal two right angles. But not conversely; though if the 
angles are not equal to two right angles, then the straight line is 
not what it is either. But in things which come to be for an end, the 
reverse is true. If the end is to exist or does exist, that also which 
precedes it will exist or does exist; otherwise just as there, if the 
conclusion is not true, the premiss will not be true, so here the 
end or ‘that for the sake of which’ will not exist. For this too is it- 
self a starting-point, but of the reasoning, not of the action; while 
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in mathematics the starting-point is the starting point of the rea- 
soning only, as there is no action. If then there is to be a house, 
such-and-such things must be made or be there already or exist, or 
generally the matter relative to the end, bricks and stones if it is a 
house. But the end is not due to these except as the matter, nor 
will it come to exist because of them. Yet if they do not exist at 
all, neither will the house, or the saw—the former in the absence 
of stones, the latter in the absence of iron—just as in the other case 
the premisses will not be true, if the angles of the triangle are not 
equal to two right angles. 

The necessary in nature, then, is plainly what we call by the 
name of matter, and the changes in it. Both causes must be 
stated by the physicist, but especially the end; for that is the cause 
of the matter, not vice versa; and the end is ‘that for the sake of 
which’, and the beginning starts from the definition or essence; as 
in artificial products, since a house is of such-and-such a kind, 
certain things must necessarily come to be or be there already, or 
since health is this, these things must necessarily come to be or be 
there already. Similarly if man is this, then these; if these, then 
those. Perhaps the necessary is present also in the definition. For if 
one defines the operation of sawing as being a certain kind of 
dividing, then this cannot come about unless the saw has teeth of 
a certain kind; and these cannot be unless it is of iron. For in the 
definition too there are some parts that are, as it were, its matter. 


FROM Metaphysics 
(10328 12-1032% 30; 1034 8-1034? 7) 


BOOK VII 


7 Of things that come to be, some come to be by nature, some 
by art, some spontaneously. Now everything that comes to be 
comes to be by the agency of something and from something and 
comes to be something. And the something which I say it comes 
to be may be found in any category; it may come to be either a 
‘this’ or of some size or of some quality or somewhere. 

Now natural comings to be are the comings to be of those things 
which come to be by nature; and that out of which they come to 
be is what we call matter; and that by which they come to be 1s 
something which exists naturally; and the something which they 
come to be is a man or a plant or one of the things of this kind, 
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which we say are substances if anything is—all things produced 
either by nature or by art have matter; for each of them is capable 
both of being and of not being, and this capacity is the matter in 
each—and, in general, both that from which they are produced is 
nature, and the type according to which they are produced is na- 
ture (for that which is produced, e.g. a plant or an animal, has a 
nature), and so is that by which they are produced—the so-called 
‘formal’ nature, which is specifically the same (though this is in 
another individual); for man begets man. 

Thus, then, are natural products produced; all other productions 
are called ‘makings’. And all makings proceed either from art or 
from a faculty or from thought. Some of them happen also spon- 
taneously or by luck just as natural products sometimes do; for 
there also the same things sometimes are produced without seed as 
well as from seed. Concerning these cases, then, we must inquire 
later, but from art proceed the things of which the form is in the 
soul of the artist. (By form I mean the essence of each thing and 
its primary substance.) For even contraries have in a sense the 
same form; for the substance of a privation is the opposite sub- 
stance, e.g. health is the substance of disease (for disease is the ab- 
sence of health); and health is the formula in the soul or the 
knowledge of it. The healthy subject is produced as the result of 
the following train of thought:—since this is health, if the sub- 
ject is to be healthy this must first be present, e.g. a uniform state 
of body, and if this is to be present, there must be heat; and the 
physician goes on thinking thus until he reduces the matter to a 
final something which he himself can produce. Then the process 
from this point onward, i.e. the process towards health, is called a 
‘making’. Therefore it follows that in a sense health comes from 
health and house from house, that with matter from that without 
matter; for the medical art and the building art are the form of 
health and of the house, and when I speak of substance without 
matter I mean the essence. 

Of the productions or processes one part is called thinking and 
the other making—that which proceeds from the starting-point and 
the form is thinking, and that which proceeds from the final step of 
the thinking is making. And each of the other, intermediate, things 
is produced in the same way. I mean, for instance, if the subject is 
to be healthy his bodily state must be made uniform. What then 
does being made uniform imply? This or that. And this depends 
on his being made warm. What does this imply? Something else. 
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And this something is present potentially; and what is present po- 
tentially is already in the physician’s power. 

The active principle then and the starting-point for the process 
of becoming healthy is, if it happens by art, the form in the soul, 
and if spontaneously, it is that, whatever it is, which starts the mak- 
ing, for the man who makes by art, as in healing the starting-point 
is perhaps the production of warmth (and this the physician pro- 
duces by rubbing). Warmth in the body, then, is either a part of 
health or is followed (either directly or through several intermedi- 
ate steps) by something similar which is a part of health; and this, 
viz. that which produces the part of health, is the limiting-point— 
and so too with a house (the stones are the limiting-point here) 
and in all other cases. 


ee @® @ e @ 


9 The question might be raised, why some things are produced 
spontaneously as well as by art, e.g. health, while others are not, 
e.g. a house. The reason is that in some cases the matter which 
governs the production in the making and producing of any work 
of art, and in which a part of the product is present—some matter 
is such as to be set in motion by itself and some is not of this na- 
ture, and of the former kind some can move itself in the particular 
way required, while other matter is incapable of this; for many 
things can be set in motion by themselves but not in some partic- 
ular way, e.g. that of dancing. The things, then, whose matter 1s 
of this sort, e.g. stones, cannot be moved in the particular way re- 
quired, except by something else, but in another way they can 
move themselves—and so it is with fire. Therefore some things will 
not exist apart from some one who has the art of making them, 
while others will; for motion will be started by these things which 
have not the art but can themselves be moved by other things 
which have not the art or with a motion starting from a part of the 
product. 

And it is clear also from what has been said that in a sense every 
product of art is produced from a thing which shares its name (as 
natural products are produced), or from a part of itself which 
shares its name (e.g. the house is produced from a house, qua pro- 
duced by reason; for the art of building is the form of the house), 
or from something which contains a part of it—if we exclude 
things produced by accident; for the cause of the thing’s produc- 
ing the product directly per se is a part of the product. ‘The heat in 
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the movement caused heat in the body, and this is either health, or 
a part of health, or is followed by a part of health or by health it- 
self. And so it is said to cause health, because it causes that to 
which health attaches as a consequence. 


Things which are formed by nature are in the same case as these 
products of art. For the seed is productive in the same way as the 
things that work by art; for it has the form potentially, and that 
from which the seed comes has in a sense the same name as the off- 
spring—only in a sense, for we must not expect parent and off- 
spring always to have exactly the same name, as in the production 
of ‘human being’ from ‘human being’; for a ‘woman’ also can be 
produced by a ‘man’—unless the offspring be an imperfect form; 
which is the reason why the parent of a mule is not a mule. The 
natura] things which (like the artificial objects previously consid- 
ered) can be produced spontaneously are those whose matter can 
be moved even by itself in the way in which the seed usually 
moves it; those things which have not such matter cannot be pro- 
duced except from the parent animals themselves. 


STANDARD OF ARTISTIC GOODNESS 


FROM Nicomachean Ethics 
(11068 14-1106 17; 10948 1-1094> 10) 


BOOK II] 


6 Every virtue or excellence both brings into good condition the 
thing of which it is the excellence and makes the work of that 
thing be done well; e.g. the excellence of the eye makes both the 
eye and its work good; for it is by the excellence of the eye that we 
see well. Similarly the excellence of the horse makes a horse both 
good in itself and good at running and at carrying its rider and at 
awaiting the attack of the enemy. Therefore, if this is true in every 
case, the virtue of man also will be the state of character which 
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makes a man good and which makes him do his own work well. 

How this is to happen we have stated already, but it will be 
made plain also by the following consideration of the specific na- 
ture of virtue. In everything that is continuous and divisible it is 
possible to take more, less, or an equal amount, and that either in 
terms of the thing itself or relatively to us; and the equal is an in- 
termediate between excess and defect. By the intermediate in the 
object I mean that which is equidistant from each of the extremes, 
which is one and the same for all men; by the intermediate rela- 
tively to us that which is neither too much nor too little—and this 
is not one, nor the same for all. For instance, if ten is many and 
two is few, six is the intermediate, taken in terms of the object; for 
it exceeds and is exceeded by an equal amount; this is intermedi- 
ate according to arithmetical proportion. But the intermediate rela- 
tively to us is not to be taken so; if ten pounds are too much for a 
particular person to eat and two too little, it does not follow that 
the trainer will order six pounds; for this also is perhaps too much 
for the person who is to take it, or too little—too little for Milo, 
too much for the beginner jn athletic exercises. The same is true of 
running and wrestling. Thus a master of any art avoids excess and 
defect, but seeks the intermediate and chooses this—the intermedi- 
ate not in the object but relatively to us. 

If it is thus, then, that every art does its work well—by looking to 
the intermediate and judging its works by this standard (so that we 
often say of good works of art that it is not possible either to take 
away or to add anything, implying that excess and defect destroy 
the goodness of works of art, while the mean preserves it; and good 
artists, as we say, look to this in their work), and if, further, virtue 
is more exact and better than any art, as nature also is, then virtue 
must have the quality of aiming at the intermediate. I mean moral 
virtue; for it is this that is concerned with passions and actions, and 
in these there is excess, defect, and the intermediate. 
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BOOK I 


1 Every art and every inquiry, and similarly every action and pur- 
suit, is thought to aim at some good; and for this reason the good 
has rightly been declared to be that at which all things aim. But a 
certain difference is found among ends; some are activities, others 
are products apart from the activities that produce them. Where 


ARISTOTLE /95 


there are ends apart from the actions, it is the nature of the prod- 
ucts to be better than the activities. Now, as there are many ac- 
tions, arts, and sciences, their ends also are many; the end of the 
medical art is health, that of shipbuilding a vessel, that of strategy 
victory, that of economics wealth. But where such arts fall under a 
single capacity—as bridle-making and the other arts concerned 
with the equipment of horses fall under the art of riding, and this 
and every military action under strategy, in the same way other 
arts fall under yet others—in all of these the ends of the master arts 
are to be preferred to all the subordinate ends; for it is for the sake 
of the former that the latter are pursued. It makes no difference 
whether the activities themselves are the ends of the actions, or 
something else apart from the activities, as in the case of the sci- 
ences just mentioned. 


z If, then, there is some end of the things we do, which we de- 
sire for its own sake (everything else being desired for the sake of 
this), and if we do not choose everything for the sake of some- 
thing else (for at that rate the process would go on to infinity, so 
that our desire would be empty and vain), clearly this must be the 
good and the chief good. Will not the knowledge of it, then, have 
a great influence on life? Shall we not, like archers who have a 
mark to aim at, be more likely to hit upon what is right? If so, we 
must try, in outline at least to determine what it is, and of which 
of the sciences or capacities it is the object. It would seem to be- 
long to the most authoritative art and that which is most truly the 
master art. And politics appears to be of this nature; for it is this 
that ordains which of the sciences should be studied in a state, and 
which each class of citizens should learn and up to what point 
they should learn them; and we see even the most highly esteemed 
of capacities to fall under this, e.g. strategy, economics, rhetoric; 
now, since politics uses the rest of the sciences, and since, again, it 
legislates as to what we are to do and what we are to abstain from, 
the end of this science must include those of the others, so that this 
end must be the good for man. For even if the end is the same for 
a single man and for a state, that of the state seems at all events 
something greater and more complete whether to attain or to pre- 
serve; though it 1s worth while to attain the end merely for one 
man, it is finer and godlike to attain it for a nation or for 
city-states. 
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BEAUTY 


FROM Metaphysics 
(1078 31-1078» 6) 


BOOK XIII 


Now since the good and the beautiful are different (for the former 
always implies conduct as its subject, while the beautiful is found 
also in motionless things), those who assert that the mathematical 
sciences say nothing of the beautiful or the good are in error. For 
these sciences say and prove a great deal about them; if they do 
not expressly mention them, but prove attributes which are their 
results or their definitions, it is not true to say that they tell us 
nothing about them. The chief forms of beauty are order and 
symmetry and definiteness, which the mathematical sciences dem- 
onstrate in a special degree. And since these (e.g. order and 
definiteness) are obviously causes of many things, evidently these 
sciences must treat this sort of causative principle also (i.e. the 
beautiful) as in some sense a cause. But we shall speak more 
plainly elsewhere about these matters.* 


FROM Rhetoric 
(1361> 2-13615 15) 


BOOK I 


. . . Beauty varies with the time of life. In a young man beauty 
is the possession of a body fit to endure the exertion of running 
and of contests of strength; which means that he is pleasant to 
look at; and therefore all-round athletes are the most beautiful, be- 
ing naturally adapted both for contests of strength and for speed 
also. For a man in his prime, beauty is fitness for the exertion of 
warfare, together with a pleasant but at the same time formidable 
appearance. For an old man, it is to be strong enough for such ex- 
ertion as is necessary, and to be free from all those deformities of 
old age which cause pain to others. 
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* (See Poetics, Chap. 7, for further remarks on beauty.] 


ARISTOTLE /97 


THE IMITATIVE ART 
OF POETRY 


FROM Poetics 
(14478 7-1462> 20, with omissions) 


1 Our subject being Poetry, I propose to speak not only of the 
art in general but also of its species and their respective capacities; 
of the structure of plot required for a good poem; of the number 
and nature of the constituent parts of a poem; and likewise of 
any other matters in the same line of inquiry. Let us follow the 
natural order and begin with the primary facts. 

Epic poetry and Tragedy, as also Comedy, Dithyrambic poetry, 
and most flute-playing and lyre-playing, are all, viewed as a whole, 
modes of imitation. But at the same time they differ from one an- 
other in three ways, either by a difference of kind in their means, 
or by differences in the objects, or in the manner of their imita- 
tions. 

I. Just as colour and form are used as means by some, who 
(whether by art or constant practice) imitate and portray many 
things by their aid, and the voice is used by others; so also in the 
above-mentioned group of arts, the means with them as a whole 
are rhythm, language, and harmony—used, however, either singly 
or in certain combinations. A combination of harmony and rhythm 
alone is the means in flute-playing and lyre-playing, and any 
other arts there may be of the same description, e.g. imitative 
piping. Rhythm alone, without harmony, is the means in the 
dancer’s imitations; for even he, by the rhythms of his attitudes, 
may represent men’s characters, as well as what they do and suffer. 
There is further an art which imitates by language alone, without 
harmony, in prose or in verse, and if in verse, either in some one or 
in a plurality of metres. This form of imitation is to this day with- 
out a name. We have no common name for a mime of Sophron or 
Xenarchus and a Socratic Conversation; and we should still be 
without one even if the imitation in the two instances were in 
trimeters or elegiacs or some other kind of verse—though it is the 
way with people to tack on ‘poet’ to the name of a metre, and 
talk of elegiac-poets and epic-poets, thinking that they call them 
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poets not by reason of the imitative nature of their work, but in- 
discriminately by reason of the metre they write in. Even if a 
theory of medicine or physical philosophy be put forth in a metri- 
cal form, it is usual to describe the writer in this way; Homer and 
Empedocles, however, have really nothing in common apart from 
their metre; so that, if the one is to be called a poet, the other 
should be termed a physicist rather than a poet. We should be in 
the same position also, if the imitation in these instances were in 
all the metres, like the Centaur (a rhapsody in a medley of all 
metres) of Chaeremon; and Chaeremon one has to recognize as a 
poet. So much, then, as to these arts. There are, lastly, certain 
other arts, which combine all the means enumerated, rhythm, mel- 
ody, and verse, e.g. Dithyrambic and Nomic poetry, Tragedy and 
Comedy; with this difference, however, that the three kinds of 
means are in some of them all employed together, and in others 
brought in separately, one after the other. These elements of differ- 
ence in the above arts I term the means of their imitation. 


2 II. The objects the imitator represents are actions, with agents 
who are necessarily either good men or bad—the diversities of hu- 
man character being nearly always derivative from this primary dis- 
tinction, since the line between virtue and vice is one dividing the 
whole of mankind. It follows, therefore, that the agents repre- 
sented must be either above our own level of goodness, or be- 
neath it, or just such as we are; in the same way as, with the paint- 
ters, the personages of Polygnotus are better than we are, those of 
Pauson worse, and those of Dionysius just like ourselves. It is 
clear that each of the above-mentioned arts will admit of these 
differences, and that it will become a separate art by representing 
objects with this point of difference. Even in dancing, flute-playing, 
and lyre-playing such diversities are possible; and they are also pos- 
sible in the nameless art that uses language, prose or verse without 
harmony, as its means; Homer’s personages, for instance, are bet- 
ter than we are; Cleophon’s are on our own level; and those of 
Hegemon of Thasos, the first writer of parodies, and Nicochares 
the author of the Diliad, are beneath it. The same is true of the 
Dithyramb and the Nome: the personages may be presented in 
them with the difference exemplified in the . . . of . . . and Ar- 
gas, and in the Cyclopses of Timotheus and Philoxenus. ‘This 
difference it is that distinguishes Tragedy and Comedy also; the one 
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would make its personages worse, and the other better, than the 
men of the present day. 


3 III. A third difference in these arts is in the manner in which 
each kind of object is represented. Given both the same means and 
the same kind of object for imitation, one may either (1) speak at 
one moment im narrative and at another in an assumed character, 
as Homer does; or (2) one may remain the same throughout, with- 
out any such change; or (3) the imitators may represent the whole 
story dramatically, as though they were actually doing the things 
described. 

As we said at the beginning, therefore, the differences in the imi- 
tation of these arts come under three heads, their means, their ob- 
jects, and their manner. 

So that as an imitator Sophocles will be on one side akin to 
Homer, both portraying good men; and on another to Anstoph- 
anes, since both present their personages as acting and doing. 
This in fact, according to some, is the reason for plays being 
termed dramas, because in a play the personages act the story. 
Hence too both Tragedy and Comedy are claimed by the Dorians 
as their discoveries; Comedy by the Megarians—by those in Greece 
as having arisen when Megara became a democracy, and by the 
Sicilian Megarians on the ground that the poet Epicharmus was 
of their country, and a good deal earlier than Chionides and 
Magnes; even Tragedy also is claimed by certain of the Pelopon- 
nesian Donans. In support of this claim they point to the words 
‘comedy’ and ‘drama’. Their word for the outlying hamlets, they 
Say, is comae, whereas Athenians call them demes—thus assuming 
that comedians got the name not from their comoe or revels, but 
from their strolling from hamlet to hamlet, lack of appreciation 
keeping them out of the city. Their word also for ‘to act’, they 
say, is dran, whereas Athenians use prattein. 

So much, then, as to the number and nature of the points of 
difference in the imitation of these arts. 


4 It is clear that the general origin of poetry was due to two 
causes, each of them part of human nature. Imitation is natural to 
man from childhood, one of his advantages over the lower ani- 
mals being this, that he is the most imitative creature in the world, 
and learns at first by imitation. And it is also natural for all to de- 
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light in works of imitation. The truth of this second point is shown 
by experience: though the objects themselves may be painful to 
see, we delight to view the most realistic representations of them 
in art, the forms for example of the lowest animals and of dead 
bodies. The explanation is to be found in a further fact: to be 
learning something is the greatest of pleasures not only to the 
philosopher but also to the rest of mankind, however small their 
capacity for it; the reason of the delight in seeing the picture is 
that one is at the same time learning—gathering the meaning of 
things, e.g. that the man there is so-and-so; for if one has not seen 
the thing before, one’s pleasure will not be in the picture as an 
imitation of it, but will be due to the execution or colouring or 
some similar cause. Imitation, then, being natural to us—as also 
the sense of harmony and rhythm, the metres being obviously 
species of rhythms—it was through their original aptitude, and by 
a series of improvements for the most part gradual on their first 
efforts, that they created poetry out of their improvisations. 

Poetry, however, soon broke up into two kinds according to the 
differences of character in the individual poets; for the graver 
among them would represent noble actions, and those of noble 
personages; and the meaner sort the actions of the ignoble. ‘The 
latter class produced invectives at first, just as others did hymns 
and panegyrics. We know of no such poem by any of the pre- 
Homeric poets, though there were probably many such writers 
among them; instances, however, may be found from Homer 
downwards, e.g. his Margites, and the similar poems of others. In 
this poetry of invective its natural fitness brought an iambic metre 
into use; hence our present term ‘iambic’, because it was the metre 
of their ‘iambs’ or invectives against one another. The result was 
that the old poets became some of them writers of heroic and 
others of iambic verse. Homer’s position, however, is peculiar: 
just as he was in the serious style the poet of poets, standing alone 
not only through the literary excellence, but also through the dra- 
matic character of his imitations, so too he was the first to outline 
for us the general forms of Comedy by producing not a dramatic 
invective, but a dramatic picture of the Ridiculous; his Margites 
in fact stands in the same relation to our comedies as the Iliad 
and Odyssey to our tragedies. As soon, however, as Tragedy and 
Comedy appeared in the field, those naturally drawn to the one 
line of poetry became writers of comedies instead of iambs, and 
those naturally drawn to the other, writers of tragedies instead of 
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epics, because these new modes of art were grander and of more 
esteem than the old. 

If it be asked whether Tragedy is now all that it need be in its 
formative elements, to consider that, and decide it theoretically 
and in relation to the theatres, is a matter for another inquiry. 

It certainly began in improvisations—as did also Comedy; the 
one originating with the authors of the Dithyramb, the other 
with those of the phallic songs, which still survive as institutions in 
many of our cities. And its advance after that was little by little, 
through their improving on whatever they had before them at 
each stage. It was in fact only after a long series of changes that 
the movement of Tragedy stopped on its attaining to its natural 
form. (1) The number of actors was first increased to two by 
Aeschylus, who curtailed the business of the Chorus, and made the 
dialogue, or spoken portion, take the leading part in the play. (2) 
A third actor and scenery were due to Sophocles. (3) Tragedy ac- 
quired also its magnitude. Discarding short stories and a ludicrous 
diction, through its passing out of its satyric stage, it assumed, 
though only at a late point in its progress, a tone of dignity; and 
its metre changed then from trochaic to iambic. The reason for 
their original use of the trochaic tetrameter was that their poetry 
was satyric and more connected with dancing than it now is. As 
soon, however, as a spoken part came in, nature herself found the 
appropriate metre. The iambic, we know, is the most speakable of 
metres, as is shown by the fact that we very often fall into it in con- 
versation, whereas we rarely talk hexameters, and only when we de- 
part from the speaking tone of voice. (4) Another change was a 
plurality of episodes or acts. As for the remaining matters, the su- 
peradded embellishments and the account of their introduction, 
these must be taken as said, as it would probably be a long piece of 
work to go through the details. 


5 As for Comedy, it is (as has been observed) an imitation of 
men worse than the average; worse, however, not as regards any 
and every sort of fault, but only as regards one particular kind, the 
Ridiculous, which is a species of the Ugly. The Ridiculous may be 
defined as a mistake or deformity not productive of pain or harm 
to others; the mask, for instance, that excites laughter, is something 
ugly and distorted without causing pain. 

Though the successive changes in Tragedy and their authors are 
not unknown, we cannot say the same of Comedy; its early stages 
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passed unnoticed, because it was not as yet taken up m a serious 
way. It was only at a late point in its progress that a chorus of 
comedians was officially granted by the archon; they used to be 
mere volunteers. It had also already certain definite forms at the 
time when the record of those termed comic poets begins. Who it 
was who supplied it with masks, or prologues, or a plurality of ac- 
tors and the like, has remained unknown. The invented Fable, or 
Plot, however, originated in Sicily with Epicharmus and Phormis; 
of Athenian poets Crates was the first to drop the Comedy of in- 
vective and frame stories of a general and non-personal nature, in 
other words, Fables or Plots. 

Epic poetry, then, has been seen to agree with Tragedy to this ex- 
tent, that of being an imitation of serious subjects in a grand kind 
of verse. It differs from it, however, (1) in that it is in one kind of 
verse and in narrative form; and (2) in its length—which is due to 
its action having no fixed limit of time, whereas Tragedy en- 
deavours to keep as far as possible within a single circuit of the 
sun, or something near that. This, I say, is another point of differ- 
ence between them, though at first the practice in this respect was 
just the same in tragedies as in epic poems. They differ also (3) 
in their constituents, some being common to both and others 
peculiar to Tragedy—hence a judge of good and bad in Tragedy is 
a judge of that in epic poetry also. All the parts of an epic are in- 
cluded in Tragedy; but those of Tragedy are not all of them to be 
found in the Epic. 


6 Reserving hexameter poetry and Comedy for consideration 
hereafter, let us proceed now to the discussion of Tragedy; before 
doing so, however, we must gather up the definition resulting from 
what has been said. A tragedy, then, is the imitation of an action 
that is serious and also, as having magnitude, complete in itself; in 
language with pleasurable accessories, each kind brought in sepa- 
rately in the parts of the work; in a dramatic, not in a narrative 
form; with incidents arousing pity and fear, wherewith to accom- 
plish its catharsis of such emotions. Here by ‘language with pleas- 
ureable accessories’ I mean that with rhythm and harmony or song 
superadded; and by ‘the kinds separately’ I mean that some por- 
tions are worked out with verse only, and others in turn with song. 
I. As they act the stories, it follows that in the first place the 
Spectacle (or stage-appearance of the actors) must be some part 
of the whole; and in the second Melody and Diction, these two 
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being the means of their imitation. Here by ‘Diction’ I mean merely 
this, the composition of the verses; and by ‘Melody’, what is too 
completely understood to require explanation. But further: the 
subject represented also is an action; and the action involves 
agents, who must necessarily have their distinctive qualities both 
of character and thought, since it is from these that we ascribe cer- 
tain qualities to their actions. There are in the natural order of 
things, therefore, two causes, Thought and Character, of their ac- 
tions, and consequently of their success or failure in their lives. 
Now the action (that which was done) is represented in the play 
by the Fable or Plot. The Fable, m our present sense of the term, is 
simply this, the combination of the incidents, or things done in 
the story; whereas Character is what makes us ascribe certain moral 
qualities to the agents; and Thought is shown in all they say when 
proving a particular point or, it may be, enunciating a general 
truth. ‘There are six parts consequently of every tragedy, as a whole 
(that 1s) of such or such quality, viz. a Fable or Plot, Characters, 
Diction, Thought, Spectacle, and Melody; two of them arising 
from the means, one from the manner, and three from the objects 
of the dramatic imitation; and there is nothing else besides these 
six. Of these, its formative elements, then, not a few of the drama- 
tists have made due use, as every play, one may say, admits of 
Spectacle, Character, Fable, Diction, Melody, and Thought. 

II. The most important of the six is the combination of the in- 
cidents of the story. Tragedy is essentially an imitation not of per- 
sons but of action and life, of happiness and misery. All human 
happiness or misery takes the form of action; the end for which we 
live is a certain kind of activity, not a quality. Character gives us 
qualities, but it is in our actions—what we do—that we are happy 
or the reverse. In a play accordingly they do not act in order to 
portray the Characters; they include the Characters for the sake of 
the action. So that it 1s the action in it, i.e. its Fable or Plot, that is 
the end and purpose of the tragedy; and the end is everywhere the 
chief thing. Besides this, a tragedy is impossible without action, 
but there may be one without Character. The tragedies of most of 
the moderns are characterless—a defect common among poets of 
all kinds, and with its counterpart in painting in Zeuxis as com- 
pared with Polygnotus; for whereas the latter is strong in character, 
the work of Zeuxis is devoid of it. And again: one may string to- 
gether a series of characteristic speeches of the utmost finish as re- 
gards Diction and Thought, and yet fail to produce the true tragic 
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effect; but one will have much better success with a tragedy which, 
however inferior in these respects, has a Plot, a combination of in- 
cidents, in it. And again: the most powerful elements of attrac- 
tion in Tragedy, the Peripeties and Discoveries, are parts of the 
Plot. A further proof is in the fact that beginners succeed earlier 
with the Diction and Characters than with the construction of a 
story; and the same may be said of nearly all the early dramatists. 
We maintain, therefore, that the first essential, the life and soul, 
so to speak, of Tragedy is the Plot; and that the Characters come 
second—compare the parallel in painting, where the most beauti- 
ful colours laid on without order will not give one the same pleas- 
ure as a simple black-and-white sketch of a portrait. We maintain 
that Tragedy is primarily an imitation of action, and that it is 
mainly for the sake of the action that it imitates the personal agents. 
Third comes the element of Thought, i.e. the power of saying what- 
ever can be said, or what is appropriate to the occasion. This is 
what, in the speeches in Tragedy, falls under the arts of Politics 
and Rhetoric; for the older poets make their personages dis- 
course like statesmen, and the modern lke rhetoricians. One must 
not confuse it with Character. Character in a play is that which 
reveals the moral purpose of the agents, i.e. the sort of thing 
they seek or avoid, where that is not obvious—hence there is no 
room for Character in a speech on a purely indifferent subject. 
Thought, on the other hand, is shown in all they say when proving 
or disproving some particular point, or enunciating some universal 
proposition. Fourth among the literary elements is the Diction of 
the personages, i.e., as before explained, the expression of their 
thoughts in words, which is practically the same thing with verse as 
with prose. As for the two remaining parts, the Melody is the 
ereatest of the pleasurable accessories of Tragedy. The Spectacle, 
though an attraction, is the least artistic of all the parts, and has 
least to do with the art of poetry. The tragic effect is quite possible 
without a public performance and actors; and besides, the get- 
ting-up of the Spectacle is more a matter for the costumier than the 
poet. 


7 Having thus distinguished the parts, let us now consider the 
proper construction of the Fable or Plot, as that is at once the first 
and the most important thing in Tragedy. We have laid it down 
that a tragedy is an imitation of an action that is complete in it- 
self, as a whole of some magnitude; for a whole may be of no mag- 
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nitude to speak of. Now a whole is that which has beginning, mid- 
dle, and end. A beginning is that which is not itself necessarily 
after anything else, and which has naturally something else after it; 
an end is that which is naturally after something itself, either as its 
necessary or usual consequent, and with nothing else after it; and 
a middle, that which is by nature after one thing and has also 
another after it. A well-constructed Plot, therefore, cannot either 
begin or end at any point one likes; beginning and end in it must 
be of the forms just described. Again: to be beautiful, a living crea- 
ture, and every whole made up of parts, must not only present a 
certain order in its arrangement of parts, but also be of a certain 
definite magnitude. Beauty is a matter of size and order, and there- 
fore impossible either (1) in a very minute creature, since our per- 
ception becomes indistinct as it approaches instantaneity; or (2) 
in a creature of vast size—one, say, 1,000 miles long—as in that 
case, instead of the object being seen all at once, the unity and 
wholeness of it is lost to the beholder. Just in the same way, then, 
as a beautiful whole made up of parts, or a beautiful living crea- 
ture, must be of some size, but a size to be taken in by the eye, 
so a story or Plot must be of some length, but of a length to be 
taken in by the memory. As for the limit of its length, so far as that 
is relative to public performances and spectators, it does not fall 
within the theory of poetry. If they had to perform a hundred 
tragedies, they would be timed by water-clocks, as they are said to 
have been at one period. The limit, however, set by the actual 
nature of the thing is this: the longer the story, consistently with 
its being comprehensible as a whole, the finer it is by reason of its 
magnitude. As a rough general formula, ‘a length which allows of 
the hero passing by a series of probable or necessary stages from 
misfortune to happiness, or from happiness to misfortune’, may 
suffice as a limit for the magnitude of the story. 


8 The Unity of a Plot does not consist, as some suppose, in its 
having one man as its subject. An infinity of things befall that 
one man, some of which it is impossible to reduce to unity; and 
in like manner there are many actions of one man which cannot 
be made to form one action. One sees, therefore, the mistake of all 
the poets who have written a Heracleid, a Theseid, or similar poems; 
they suppose that, because Heracles was one man, the story also of 
Heracles must be one story. Homer, however, evidently understood 
this point quite well, whether by art or instinct, just in the same 
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way as he excels the rest in every other respect. In writing an 
Odyssey, he did not make the poem cover all that ever befell his 
hero—it befell him, for instance, to get wounded on Parnassus and 
also to feign madness at the time of the call to arms, but the two 
incidents had no necessary or probable connexion with one an- 
other—instead of doing that, he took as the subject of the Odyssey, 
as also of the Iliad, an action with a Unity of the kind we are de- 
scribing. The truth is that, just as in the other imitative arts one 
imitation is always of one thing, so in poetry the story, as an imi- 
tation of action, must represent one action, a complete whole, with 
its several incidents so closely connected that the transposal or 
withdrawal of any one of them will disjoin and dislocate the whole. 
For that which makes no perceptible difference by its presence or 
absence is no real part of the whole. 


g From what we have said it will be seen that the poet’s func- 
tion is to describe, not the thing that has happened, but a kind of 
thing that might happen, i.e. what is possible as being probable or 
necessary. The distinction between historian and poet is not in 
the one writing prose and the other verse—you might put the work 
of Herodotus into verse, and it would still be a species of history; it 
consists really in this, that the one describes the thing that has 
been, and the other a kind of thing that might be. Hence poetry is 
something more philosophic and of graver import than history, 
since its statements are of the nature rather of universals, whereas 
those of history are singulars. By a universal statement I mean 
one as to what such or such a kind of man will probably or neces- 
sarily say or do—which is the aim of poetry, though it afhxes 
proper names to the characters; by a singular statement, one as to 
what, say, Alcibiades did or had done to him, In Comedy this has 
become clear by this time; it is only when their plot is already 
made up of probable incidents that they give it a basis of proper 
names, choosing for the purpose any names that may occur to 
them, instead of writing like the old iambic poets about particu- 
lar persons. In Tragedy, however, they still adhere to the historic 
names; and for this reason: what convinces is the possible; now 
whereas we are not yet sure as to the possibility of that which has 
not happened, that which has happened is manifestly possible, else 
it would not have come to pass. Nevertheless even in Tragedy there 
are some plays with but one or two known names in them, the rest 
being inventions; and there are some without a single known 
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name, e.g. Agathon’s Antheus, in which both incidents and names 
are of the poet’s invention; and it is no less delightful on that ac- 
count. So that one must not aim at a rigid adherence to the tradi- 
tional stories on which tragedies are based. It would be absurd, in 
fact, to do so, as even the known stories are only known to a few, 
though they are a delight none the less to all. 

It is evident from the above that the poet must be more the poet 
of his stories or Plots than of his verses, inasmuch as he is a poet by 
virtue of the imitative element in his work, and it is actions that he 
imitates. And if he should come to take a subject from actual his- 
tory, he is none the less a poet for that; since some historic occur- 
rences may very well be in the probable and possible order of 
things; and it is in that aspect of them that he is their poet. 

Of Simple Plots and actions the episodic are the worst. I call a 
Plot episodic when there is neither probability nor necessity in the 
sequence of its episodes. Actions of this sort bad poets construct 
through their own fault, and good ones on account of the players. 
His work being for public performance, a good poet often stretches 
out a Plot beyond its capabilities, and is thus obliged to twist the 
sequence of incident. 

Tragedy, however, is an imitation not only of a complete action, 
but also of incidents arousing pity and fear. Such incidents have 
the very greatest effect on the mind when they occur unexpect- 
edly and at the same time in consequence of one another; there is 
more of the marvellous in them then than if they happened of 
themselves or by mere chance. Even matters of chance seem most 
marvellous if there is an appearance of design as it were in them, as 
for instance the statue of Mitys at Argos killed the author of Mitys’ 
death by falling down on him when a looker-on at a public spec- 
tacle; for incidents like that we think to be not without a meaning. 
A Plot, therefore, of this sort is necessarily finer than others. 


10 Plots are either simple or complex, since the actions they rep- 
resent are naturally of this twofold description. The action, pro- 
ceeding in the way defined, as one continuous whole, I call sim- 
ple, when the change in the hero’s fortunes takes place without 
Peripety or Discovery; and complex, when it involves one or the 
other, or both. These should each of them arise out of the struc- 
ture of the Plot itself, so as to be the consequence, necessary or 
probable, of the antecedents. There is a great difference between a 
thing happening propter hoc and post hoc. 
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11 A Peripety is the change of the kind described from one state 
of things within the play to its opposite, and that too in the way we 
are saying, in the probable or necessary sequence of events; as it is 
for instance in Oedipus: here the opposite state of things is pro- 
duced by the Messenger, who, coming to gladden Oedipus and to 
remove his fears as to his mother, reveals the secret of his birth. 
And in Lynceus: just as he is being led off for execution, with Dan- 
aus at his side to put him to death, the incidents preceding this 
bring it about that he is saved and Danaus put to death. A Discovery 
is, as the very word implies, a change from ignorance to knowl- 
edge, and thus to either love or hate, in the personages marked for 
good or evil fortune. The finest form of Discovery is one attended 
by Peripeties, like that which goes with the Discovery in Oedipus. 
There are no doubt other forms of it; what we have said may happen 
in a way in reference to inanimate things, even things of a very cas- 
ual kind; and it is also possible to discover whether some one has 
done or not done something. But the form most directly connected 
with the Plot and the action of the piece is the first-mentioned. 
This, with a Peripety, will arouse either pity or fear—actions of that 
nature being what Tragedy is assumed to represent; and it will also 
serve to bring about the happy or unhappy ending. The Discovery, 
then, being of persons, it may be that of one party only to the other, 
the latter being already known; or both parties may have to dis- 
cover themselves. Iphigenia, for instance, was discovered to Ores- 
tes by sending the letter; and another Discovery was required to re- 
veal him to Iphigenia. 

Two parts of the Plot, then, Peripety and Discovery, are on matters 
of this sort. A third part is Suffering; which we may define as an ac- 
tion of a destructive or painful nature, such as murders on the 
stage, tortures, woundings, and the like. The other two have been 
already explained. 


12 The parts of Tragedy to be treated as formative elements in 
the whole were mentioned in a previous Chapter. From the point 
of view, however, of its quantity, i.e. the separate sections into 
which it is divided, a tragedy has the following parts: Prologue, 
Episode, Exode, and a choral portion, distinguished into Parode and 
Stasimon; these two are common to all tragedies, whereas songs 
from the stage and Commoe are only found in some. The Prologue 
is all that precedes the Parode of the chorus; an Episode all that 
comes in between two whole choral songs; the Exode all that fol- 
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lows after the last choral song. In the choral portion the Parode 1s 
the whole first statement of the chorus; a Stasimon, a song of the 
chorus without anapaests or trochees; a Commos, a lamentation 
sung by chorus and actor in concert. The parts of Tragedy to be 
used as formative elements in the whole we have already men- 
tioned; the above are its parts from the point of view of its 
quantity, or the separate sections into which it is divided. 


13 The next points after what we have said above will be these: 
(1) What is the poet to aim at, and what is he to avoid, in con- 
structing his Plots? and (2) What are the conditions on which the 
tragic effect depends? 

We assume that, for the finest form of Tragedy, the Plot must be 
not simple but complex; and further, that it must imitate actions 
arousing fear and pity, since that is the distinctive function of this 
kind of imitation. It follows, therefore, that there are three forms of 
Plot to be avoided. (1) A good man must not be seen passing 
from happiness to misery, or (2) a bad man from misery to happt- 
ness. The first situation is not fear-inspiring or piteous, but simply 
odious to us. The second is the most untragic that can be; it has 
no one of the requisites of Tragedy; it does not appeal either to the 
human feeling in us, or to our pity, or to our fears. Nor, on the 
other hand, should (3) an extremely bad man be seen falling from 
happiness into misery. Such a story may arouse the human feeling 
in us, but it will not move us to either pity or fear; pity is occasioned 
by undeserved misfortune, and fear by that of one like ourselves; so 
that there will be nothing either piteous or fear-inspiring in the sit- 
uation. There remains, then, the intermediate kind of personage, 
a man not pre-eminently virtuous and just, whose misfortune, how- 
ever, is brought upon him not by vice and depravity but by some 
error of judgement, of the number of those in the enjoyment of 
ereat reputation and prosperity; e.g. Oedipus, Thyestes, and the 
men of note of similar families. The perfect Plot, accordingly, must 
have a single, and not (as some tell us) a double issue; the change 
in the hero’s fortunes must be not from misery to happiness, but on 
the contrary from happiness to misery; and the cause of it must lie 
not in any depravity, but in some great error on his part; the man 
himself being either such as we have described, or better, not 
worse, than that. Fact also confirms our theory. ‘Though the poets 
began by accepting any tragic story that came to hand, in these 
days the finest tragedies are always on the story of some few 
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houses, on that of Alcmeon, Oedipus, Orestes, Meleager, Thyestes, 
Telephus, or any others that may have been involved, as either 
agents or sufferers, in some deed of horror. The theoretically best 
tragedy, then, has a Plot of this description. The critics, therefore, 
are wrong who blame Euripides for taking this line in his trage- 
dies, and giving many of them an unhappy ending. It is, as we have 
said, the right line to take. The best proof is this: on the stage, and 
in the public performances, such plays, properly worked out, are 
seen to be the most truly tragic; and Euripides, even. if his exe- 
cution be faulty in every other point, is seen to be nevertheless the 
most tragic certainly of the dramatists. After this comes the con- 
struction of Plot which some rank first, one with a double story 
(like the Odyssey) and an opposite issue for the good and the bad 
personages. It is ranked as first only through the weakness of the 
audiences; the poets merely follow their public, writing as its wishes 
dictate. But the pleasure here is not that of Tragedy. It belongs 
rather to Comedy, where the bitterest enemies in the piece (e.g. 
Orestes and Aegisthus) walk off good friends at the end, with no 
slaying of any one by any one. 


14 The tragic fear and pity may be aroused by the Spectacle; but 
they may also be aroused by the very structure and incidents of 
the play—which is the better way and shows the better poet. ‘The 
Plot in fact should be so framed that, even without seeing the 
things take place, he who simply hears the ~ccount of them shall be 
filled with horror and pity at the incidents; which is just the effect 
that the mere recital of the story in Oedipus would have on one. ‘To 
produce this same effect by means of the Spectacle is less artistic, and 
requires extraneous aid. Those, however, who make use of the 
Spectacle to put before us that which is merely monstrous and not 
productive of fear, are wholly out of touch with Tragedy; not every 
kind of pleasure should be required of a tragedy, but only its own 
proper pleasure. 

The tragic pleasure is that of pity and fear, and the poet has to 
produce it by a work of imitation; it is clear, therefore, that the 
causes should be included in the incidents of his story. Let us see, 
then, what kinds of incident strike one as horrible, or rather as 
piteous. In a deed of this description the parties must necessarily 
be either friends, or enemies, or indifferent to one another. Now 
when enemy does it on enemy, there is nothing to move us to pity 
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either in his doing or in his meditating the deed, except so far as 
the actual pain of the sufferer is concerned; and the same is true 
when the parties are indifferent to one another. Whenever the 
tragic deed, however, is done within the family—when murder or 
the like is done or meditated by brother on brother, by son on fa- 
ther, by mother on son, or son on mother—these are the situations 
the poet should seek after. The traditional stories, accordingly, 
must be kept as they are, e.g. the murder of Clytaemnestra by Ores- 
tes and of Eriphyle by Alcmeon. At the same time even with 
these there is something left to the poet himself; it is for him to de- 
vise the right way of treating them. Let us explain more clearly what 
we mean by ‘the right way’. The deed of horror may be done by the 
doer knowingly and consciously, as in the old poets, and in Medea’s 
murder of her children in Euripides. Or he may do it, but in ig- 
norance of his relationship, and discover that afterwards, as does 
the Oedipus in Sophocles. Here the deed is outside the play; but it 
may be within it, like the act of the Alcmeon in Astydamas, or 
that of the Telegonus in Ulysses Wounded. A third possibility is for 
one meditating some deadly injury to another, in ignorance of his 
relationship, to make the discovery in time to draw back. These ex- 
haust the possibilities, since the deed must necessarily be either 
done or not done, and either knowingly or unknowingly. 

The worst situation is when the personage is with full knowledge 
on the point of doing the deed, and leaves it undone. It is odious 
and also (through the absence of suffering) untragic; hence it is 
that no one is made to act thus except in some few instances, e.g. 
Haemon and Creon in Antigone. Next after this comes the actual 
perpetration of the deed meditated. A better situation than that, 
however, is for the deed to be done in ignorance, and the rela- 
tionship discovered afterwards, since there is nothing odious in 
it, and the Discovery will serve to astound us. But the best of all 
is the last; what we have in Cresphontes, for example, where Mer- 
ope, on the point of slaying her son, recognizes him in time; in 
Iphigenia, where sister and brother are in a like position; and in 
Helle, where the son recognizes his mother, when on the point of 
giving her up to her enemy. 

This will explain why our tragedies are restricted (as we said just 
now) to such a small number of families. It was accident rather 
than art that led the poets in quest of subjects to embody this kind 
of incident in their Plots. They are still obliged, accordingly, to 
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have recourse to the families in which such horrors have occurred. 
On the construction of the Plot, and the kind of Plot required for 
Tragedy, enough has now been said. 


15 In the Characters there are four points to aim at. First and 
foremost, that they shall be good. There will be an element of 
character in the play, if (as has been observed) what a personage 
says or does reveals a certain moral purpose; and a good element 
of character, if the purpose so revealed is good. Such goodness is 
possible in every type of personage, even in a woman or a slave, 
though the one is perhaps an inferior, and the other a wholly worth- 
less being. The second point is to make them appropriate. The 
Character before us may be, say, manly; but it is not appropriate 
in a female Character to be manly, or clever. The third is to make 
them like the reality, which is not the same as their being good and 
appropriate, in our sense of the term. The fourth is to make them 
consistent and the same throughout; even if inconsistency be part of 
the man before one for imitation as presenting that form of charac- 
ter, he should still be consistently inconsistent. We have an in- 
stance of baseness of character, not required for the story, in the 


Menelaus in Orestes; of the incongruous and unbefitting in the 


lamentation of Ulysses in Scylla, and in the (clever) speech of 
Melanippe; and of inconsistency in Iphigenia at Aulis, where Iphi- 
genia the suppliant is utterly unlike the later Iphigenia. The night 
thing, however, is in the Characters just as in the incidents of the 
play to endeavour always after the necessary or the probable; so that 
whenever such-and-such a personage says or does such-and-such a 
thing, it shall be the necessary or probable outcome of his charac- 
ter; and whenever this incident follows on that, it shall be either 
the necessary or the probable consequence of it. From this one 
sees (to digress for a moment) that the Dénouement also should 
arise out of the plot itself, and not depend on a stage-artifice, as in 
Medea, or in the story of the (arrested) departure of the Greeks in 
the Iliad. The artifice must be reserved for matters outside the play 
—for past events beyond human knowledge, or events yet to come, 
which require to be foretold or announced; since it is the privilege 
of the Gods to know everything. There should be nothing im- 
probable among the actual incidents. If it be unavoidable, however, 
it should be outside the tragedy, like the improbability in the Oed- 
ipus of Sophocles. But to return to the Characters. As Tragedy is 
an imitation of personages better than the ordinary man, we in our 
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way should follow the example of good portrait-painters, who re- 
produce the distinctive features of 2 man, and at the same time, 
without losing the likeness, make him handsomer than he is. The 
poet in like manner, in portraying men quick or slow to anger, 
or with similar infirmities of character, must know how to represent 
them as such, and at the same time as good men, as Agathon and Ho- 
mer have represented Achilles. 

All these rules one must keep in mind throughout, and, further, 
those also for such points of stage-effect as directly depend on the 
art of the poet, since in these too one may often make mistakes. 
Enough, however, has been said on the subject in one of our pub- 
lished writings. 


16 Discovery in general has been explained already. As for the 
species of Discovery, the first to be noted is (1) the least artistic 
form of it, of which the poets make most use through mere lack 
of invention, Discovery by signs or marks. Of these signs some are 
congenital, like the ‘lance-head which the Earth-born have on them’, 
or ‘stars’, such as Carcinus brings in his Thyestes; others acquired 
after birth—these latter being either marks on the body, e.g. scars, 
or external tokens, like necklaces, or (to take another sort of in- 
stance) the ark in the Discovery in Tyro. Even these, however, ad- 
mit of two uses, a better and a worse; the scar of Ulysses is an in- 
stance; the Discovery of him through it is made in one way by the 
nurse and in another by the swineherds. A Discovery using signs 
as a means of assurance is less artistic, as indeed are all such as 
imply reflection; whereas one bringing them in all of a sudden, as 
in the Bath-story, is of a better order. Next after these are (2) Dis- 
coveries made directly by the poet; which are inartistic for that 
very reason; e.g. Orestes’ Discovery of himself in Iphigenia: whereas 
his sister reveals who she is by the letter, Orestes is made to say 
himself what the poet rather than the story demands. This, there- 
fore, is not far removed from the first-mentioned fault, since he 
might have presented certain tokens as well. Another instance is 
the ‘shuttle’s voice’ in the Tereus of Sophocles. (3) A third species 
is Discovery through memory, from a man’s consciousness being 
awakened by something seen. Thus in The Cyprioe of Dicae- 
ogenes, the sight of the picture makes the man burst into tears; and 
in the Tale of Alcinous, hearing the harper Ulysses is reminded of 
the past and weeps; the Discovery of them being the result. (4) 
A fourth kind is Discovery through reasoning; e.g. in The Cho- 
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ephoroe; ‘One like me is here; there is no one like me but Orestes; 
he, therefore, must be here.’ Or that which Polyidus the Sophist 
suggested for Iphigenia; since it was natural for Orestes to reflect: 
‘My sister was sacrificed, and I am to be sacrificed like her.’ Or that 
in the Tydeus of Theodectes: ‘I came to find a son, and am to die 
myself.’ Or that in The Phinidae: on seeing the place the women in- 
ferred their fate, that they were to die there, since they had also 
been exposed there. (5) There is, too, a composite Discovery aris- 
ing from bad reasoning on the side of the other party. An instance 
of it is in Ulysses the False Messenger: he said he should know 
the bow—which he had not seen; but to suppose from that that 
he would know it again (as though he had once seen it) was bad 
reasoning. (6) The best of all Discoveries, however, is that arising 
from the incidents themselves, when the great surprise comes about 
through a probable incident, like that in the Oedipus of Sophocles; 
and also in Iphigenia; for it was not improbable that she should 
wish to have a letter taken home. These last are the only Discov- 
eries independent of the artifice of signs and necklaces. Next after 
them come Discoveries through reasoning. 


17 At the time when he is constructing his Plots, and engaged on 
the Diction in which they are worked out, the poet should remem- 
ber (1) to put the actual scenes as far as possible before his eyes. In 
this way, seeing everything with the vividness of an eye-witness 
as it were, he will devise what is appropriate, and be least likely to 
overlook incongruities. This is shown by what was censured in 
Carcinus, the return of Amphiaraus from the sanctuary; it would 
have passed unnoticed, if it had not been actually seen by the au- 
dience; but on the stage his play failed, the incongruity of the in- 
cident offending the spectators. (2) As far as may be, too, the poet 
should even act his story with the very gestures of his personages. 
Given the same natural qualifications, he who feels the emotions 
to be described will be the most convincing; distress and anger, 
for instance, are portrayed most truthfully by one who is feeling 
them at the moment. Hence it is that poetry demands a man with 
a special gift for it, or else one with a touch of madness in him; 
the former can easily assume the required mood, and the latter 
may be actually beside himself with emotion. (3) His story, again, 
whether already made or of his own making, he should first simplify 
and reduce to a universal form, before proceeding to lengthen it 
out by the insertion of episodes. The following will show how the 
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universal element in Iphigenia, for instance, may be viewed: A cer- 
tain maiden having been offered in sacrifice, and spirited away 
from her sacrificers into another land, where the custom was to sac- 
rifice all strangers to the Goddess, she was made there the priestess 
of this rite. Long after that the brother of the priestess happened to 
come; the fact, however, of the oracle having for a certain reason 
bidden him go thither, and his object in going, are outside the 
Plot of the play. On his coming he was arrested, and about to be sacri- 
ficed, when he revealed who he was—either as Euripides puts 
it, or (as suggested by Polyidus) by the not improbable exclama- 
tion, ‘So I too am doomed to be sacrificed, as my sister was’; and 
the disclosure led to his salvation. This done, the next thing, 
after the proper names have been fixed as a basis for the story, is 
to work in episodes or accessory incidents. One must mind, how- 
ever, that the episodes are appropriate, like the fit of madness in 
Orestes, which led to his arrest, and the purifying, which brought 
about his salvation. In plays, then, the episodes are short; in epic 
poetry they serve to lengthen out the poem. The argument of the 
Odyssey is not a long one. A certain man has been abroad many 
years; Poseidon is ever on the watch for him, and he is all alone. 
Matters at home too have come to this, that his substance is being 
wasted and his son’s death plotted by suitors to his wife. Then he 
arrives there himself after his grievous sufferings; reveals himself, 
and falls on his enemies; and the end is his salvation and their death. 
This being all that is proper to the Odyssey, everything else in it is 
episode. 


18 (4) There is a further point to be borne in mind. Every tragedy 
is in part Complication and in part Dénouement; the incidents be- 
fore the opening scene, and often certain also of those within the 
play, forming the Complication; and the rest the Dénouement. By 
Complication J mean all from the beginning of the story to the 
point just before the change in the hero’s fortunes; by Dénouement, 
all from the beginning of the change to the end. In the Lynceus 
of Theodectes, for instance, the Complication includes, together 
with the presupposed incidents, the seizure of the child and that in 
turn of the. parents; and the Dénouement all from the indictment 
for the murder to the end. Now it is right, when one speaks of a 
tragedy as the same or not the same as another, to do so on the 
ground before all else of their Plot, i.e. as having the same or not 
the same Complication and Dénouement. Yet there are many 
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dramatists who, after a good Complication, fail in the Dénoue- 
ment. But it is necessary for both points of construction to be al- 
ways duly mastered. (5) There are four distinct species of Tragedy 
—that being the number of the constituents also that have been 
mentioned: first, the complex Tragedy, which is all Peripety and 
Discovery; second, the Tragedy of suffering, e.g. the Ajaxes and Ixi- 
ons; third, the Tragedy of character, e.g. The Phthiotides and Pe- 
leus. The fourth constituent is that of ‘Spectacle’, exemplified in 
The Phorcides, in Prometheus, and in all plays with the scene laid in 
the nether world. The poet’s aim, then, should be to combine every 
element of interest, if possible, or else the more important and the 
major part of them. This is now especially necessary owing to the 
unfair criticism to which the poet is subjected in these days. Just 
because there have been poets before him strong in the several 
species of tragedy, the critics now expect the one man to surpass 
that which was the strong point of each one of his predecessors. 
(6) One should also remember what has been said more than once, 
and not write a tragedy on an epic body of incident (i.e. one with a 
plurality of stories in it), by attempting to dramatize, for instance, 
the entire story of the Iliad. In the epic owing to its scale every 
part is treated at proper length; with a drama, however, on the 
same story the result is very disappointing. This is shown by the 
fact that all who have dramatized the fall of Ilium in its entirety, 
and not part by part, like Euripides, or the whole of the Niobe story, 
instead of a portion, like Aeschylus, either fail utterly or have but 
ill success on the stage; for that and that alone was enough to ruin 
even a play by Agathon. Yet in their Peripeties, as also in their sim- 
ple plots, the poets I mean show wonderful skill in aiming at the 
kind of effect they desire—a tragic situation that arouses the 
human feeling in one, like the clever villain (e.g. Sisyphus) de- 
ceived, or the brave wrongdoer worsted. This is probable, however, 
only in Agathon’s sense, when he speaks of the probability of even 
improbabilities coming to pass. (7) The Chorus too should be re- 
garded as one of the actors; it should be an integral part of the 
whole, and take a share in the action—that which it has in Sopho- 
cles, rather than in Euripides. With the later poets, however, the 
songs in a play of theirs have no more to do with the Plot of that 
than of any other tragedy. Hence it is that they are now singing in- 
tercalary pieces, a practice first introduced by Agathon. And yet 
what real difference is there between singing such intercalary pieces, 
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and attempting to fit in a speech, or even a whole act, from one 
play into another? 


ig The Plot and Characters having been discussed, it remains to 
consider the Diction and Thought. As for the Thought, we may as- 
sume what is said of it in our Art of Rhetoric, as it belongs more 
properly to that department of inquiry. The Thought of the person- 
ages is shown in everything to be effected by their language—in 
every effort to prove or disprove, to arouse emotion (pity, fear, an- 
ger, and the hke), or to maximize or minimize things. It is ciear, 
also, that their mental procedure must be on the same lines in their 
actions likewise, whenever they wish them to arouse pity or horror, 
or to have a look of importance or probability. The only difference 
is that with the act the impression has to be made without explana- 
tion; whereas with the spoken word it has to be produced by the 
speaker, and result from his language. What, indeed, would be the 
good of the speaker, if things appeared in the required light even 
apart from anything he says? 


22 The perfection of Diction is for it to be at once clear and not 
mean. The clearest indeed is that made up of the ordinary words for 
things, but it is mean, as is shown by the poetry of Cleophon and 
Sthenelus. On the other hand the Diction becomes distinguished 
and non-prosaic by the use of unfamiliar terms, 1.e. strange words, 
metaphors, lengthened forms, and everything that deviates from 
the ordinary modes of speech—But a whole statement in such 
terms will be either a riddle or a barbarism, a riddle, if made up 
of metaphors, a barbarism, if made up of strange words. The 
very nature indeed of a riddle is this, to describe a fact in an im- 
possible combination of words (which cannot be done with the 
real names for things, but can be with their metaphorical substi- 
tutes); e.g. “I saw a man glue brass on another with fire’, and the 
like. ‘The corresponding use of strange words results in a barbarism. 
—A certain admixture, accordingly, of unfamiliar terms is neces- 
sary. These, the strange word, the metaphor, the ornamental 
equivalent, &c., will save the language from seeming mean and 
prosaic, while the ordinary words in it will secure the requisite 
clearness. What helps most, however, to render the Diction at 
once clear and non-prosaic is the use of the lengthened, curtailea, 
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and altered forms of words. Their deviation from the ordinary 
words will, by making the language unlike that in general use, give 
it a non-prosaic appearance; and their having much in common 
with the words in general use will give it the quality of clearness. It 
is not right, then, to condemn these modes of speech, and ridi- 
cule the poet for using them, as some have done; e.g. the elder 
Euclid, who said it was easy to make poetry if one were to be al- 
lowed to lengthen the words in the statement itself as much 
as one likes—a procedure he caricatured by reading ’Emtxapyy efor 
Mapatwvade Gadifovra, and otx dv y’ épduevos Tov éxeivov EAXEFopor as 
verses. A too apparent use of these licenses has certainly a ludicrous 
effect, but they are not alone in that; the rule of moderation applies 
to all the constituents of the poetic vocabulary; even with meta- 
phors, strange words, and the rest, the effect will be the same, if one 
uses them improperly and with a view to provoking laughter. The 
proper use of them is a very different thing. To realize the differ- 
ence one should take an epic verse and see how it reads when the 
norma] words are introduced. The same should be done too with 
the strange word, the metaphor, and the rest; for one has only 
to put the ordinary words in their place to see the truth of what 
we are saying. The same iambic, for instance, is found in Aeschylus 
and Euripides, and as it stands in the former it is a poor line; 
whereas Euripides, by the change of a single word, the substitution 
of a strange for what is by usage the ordinary word, has made it 
seem a fine one. Aeschylus having said in his Philoctetes: 


payésawva pou oapxas éodie: wodds 

Euripides has merely altered the éodle here into vdouwdarar. 
Or suppose 

vow 5& p’ édy ddbyos re xal obridavds xal deuxns 
to be altered, by the substitution of the ordinary words, into 

vov O& wp’ édy puxpds Te xal daoderixds xal Gedys. 
Or the line 

dlypor detxéXroy xaraveis dXlynv re rparelay 
into 

digpoy poxYnpoy xaratels puxpav re Tpamrefav. 


Or judves Codworv into tedves xpagovow. Add to this that Ariphrades 
used to ridicule the tragedians for introducing expressions unknown 
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in the language of common life, dwparwy dao (for ard dwpdrwr), 
aidev, Hyd dé vey, "Axthdéews repr (for wépe ’AxtAdNEws ), and the hike. The 
mere fact of their not being in ordinary speech gives the Diction a 
non-prosaic character; but Ariphrades was unaware of that. It 1s a 
great thing, indeed, to make a proper use of these poetical forms, as 
also of compounds and strange words. But the greatest thing by far 
is to be a master of metaphor. It is the one thing that cannot be 
learnt from others; and it is also a sign of genius, since a good met- 
aphor implies an intuitive perception of the similarity in dissimilars. 

Of the kinds of words we have enumerated it may be observed 
that compounds are most in place in the dithyramb, strange words 
in heroic, and metaphors in iambic poetry. Heroic poetry, indeed, 
may avail itself of them all. But in iambic verse, which models it- 
self as far as possible on the spoken language, only those kinds of 
words are in place which are allowable also in an oration, Le. 
the ordinary word, the metaphor, and the ornamental equivalent. 

Let this, then, suffice as an account of Tragedy, the art imitating 
by means of action on the stage. 


23 As for the poetry which merely narrates, or imitates by means 
of versified language (without action), it is evident that it has sev- 
eral points in common with Tragedy. 

I. The construction of its stories should clearly be like that in a 
drama; they should be based on a single action, one that is a com- 
plete whole in itself, with a beginning, middle, and end, so as to 
enable the work to produce its own proper pleasure with all the or- 
ganic unity of a living creature. Nor should one suppose that there 
is anything like them in our usual histories. A history has to deal 
not with one action, but with one period and all that happened 
in that to one or more persons, however disconnected the several 
events may have been. Just as two events may take place at the same 
time, e.g. the sea-fight off Salamis and the battle with the Carthagin- 
ians in Sicily, without converging to the same end, so too of two 
consecutive events one may sometimes come after the other with 
no one end as their common issue. Nevertheless most of our epic 
poets, one may say, ignore the distinction. 

Herein, then, to repeat what we have said before, we have a fur- 
ther proof of Homer’s marvellous superiority to the rest. He did 
not attempt to deal even with the Trojan war in its entirety, 
though it was a whole with a definite beginning and end— 
through a feeling apparently that it was too long a story to be 
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taken in in one view, or if not that, too complicated from the vari- 
ety of incident in it. As it is, he has singled out one section of the 
whole; many of the other incidents, however, he brings in as epi- 
sodes, using the Catalogue of the Ships, for instance, and other epi- 
sodes to relieve the uniformity of his narrative. 


24 II. Besides this, Epic poetry must divide into the same spe- 
cies as Tragedy; it must be either simple or complex, a story of char- 
acter or one of suffering. Its parts, too, with the exception of Song 
and Spectacle, must be the same, as it requires Peripeties, Discover- 
ies, and scenes of suffering just like Tragedy. Lastly, the Thought 
and Diction in it must be good in their way. All these elements ap- 
pear in Homer first; and he has made due use of them. His two 
poems are each examples of construction, the Iliad simple and 
a story of suffering, the Odyssey complex (there is Discovery 
throughout it) anda story of character. And they are more than this 
since in Diction and Thought too they surpass all other poems. 
There is, however, a difference in the Epic as compared with Trag- 
edy, (1) in its length, and (2) in its metre. (1) As to its length, 
the limit already suggested will suffice: it must be possible for the 
beginning and end of the work to be taken in in one view—a con- 
dition which will be fulfilled if the poem be shorter than the old 
epics, and about as long as the series of tragedies offered for one 
hearing. For the extension of its length epic poetry has a special 
advantage, of which it makes large use. In a play one cannot repre- 
sent an action with a number of parts going on simultaneously; 
one is limited to the part on the stage and connected with the actors. 
Whereas in epic poetry the narrative form makes it possible for one 
to describe a number of simultaneous incidents; and these, if 
germane to the subject, increase the body of the poem. This then 
is a gain to the Epic, tending to give it grandeur, and also variety of 
interest and room for episodes of diverse kinds. Uniformity of in- 
cident by the satiety it soon creates is apt to ruin tragedies on the 
Stage. (2) As for its metre, the heroic has been assigned it from ex- 
perience; were any one to attempt a narrative poem in some one, 
or in several, of the other metres, the incongruity of the thing 
would be apparent. The heroic in fact is the gravest and weightiest 
of metres—which is what makes it more tolerant than the rest of 
strange words and metaphors, that also being a point in which the 
narrative form of poetry goes beyond all others. ‘The iambic and 
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trochaic, on the other hand, are metres of movement, the one rep- 
resenting that of life and action, the other that of the dance. Stull 
more unnatural would it appear, if one were to write an epic in a 
medley of metres, as Chaeremon did. Hence it is that no one has 
ever written a long story in any but heroic verse; nature herself, 
as we have said, teaches us to select the metre appropriate to such a 
story. 

Homer, admirable as he is in every other respect, is especially so 
in this, that he alone among epic poets is not unaware of the part to 
be played by the poet himself in the poem. The poet should say 
very little in propria persona, as he is no imitator when doing 
that. Whereas the other poets are perpetually coming forward in 
person, and say but little, and that only here and there, as imitators, 
Homer after a brief preface brings in forthwith a man, a woman, 
or some other Character—no one of them characterless, but each 
with distinctive characteristics. 

The marvellous is certainly required in Tragedy. The Epic, how- 
ever, affords more opening for the improbable, the chief factor in 
the marvellous, because in it the agents are not visibly before 
one. The scene of the pursuit of Hector would be ridiculous on 
the stage—the Greeks halting instead of pursuing him, and Achilles 
shaking his head to stop them; but in the poem the absurdity is 
overlooked. The marvellous, however, is a cause of pleasure, as is 
shown by the fact that we all tell a story with additions, in the 
belief that we are doing our hearers a pleasure. 

Homer more than any other has taught the rest of us the art of 
framing lies in the right way. I mean the use of paralogism. When- 
ever, if A is or happens, a consequent, B, is or happens, men’s no- 
tion is that, if the B is, the A also is—but that is a false conclusion. 
Accordingly, if A is untrue, but there is something else, B, that on 
the assumption of its truth follows as its consequent, the right 
thing then is to add on the B. Just because we know the truth of the 
consequent, we are in our own minds led on to the erroneous in- 
ference of the truth of the antecedent. Here is an instance, from the 
Bath-story in the Odyssey. 

A likely impossibility is always preferable to an unconvincing 
possibility. The story should never be made up of improbable in- 
cidents; there should be nothing of the sort in it. If, however, such 
incidents are unavoidable, they should be outside the piece, like 
the hero’s ignorance in Oedipus of the circumstances of Laius’ 
death; not within it, like the report of the Pythian games in Electra, 
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or the man’s having come to Mysia from Tegea without uttering 
a word on the way, in The Mysians. So that it is ridiculous ta say 
that one’s Plot would have been spoilt without them, since it is fun- 
damentally wrong to make up such Plots. If the poet has taken such 
a Plot, however, and one sees that he might have put it in a more 
probable form, he is guilty of absurdity as well as a fault of art. Even 
in the Odyssey the improbabilities in the setting-ashore of Ulysses 
would be clearly intolerable in the hands of an inferior poet. As it 
is, the poet conceals them, his other excellences veiling their ab- 
surdity. Elaborate Diction, however, is required only in places where 
there is no action, and no Character or Thought to be revealed. 
Where there is Character or Thought, on the other hand, an over- 
ornate Diction tends to obscure them. 


25 As regards Problems and their Solutions, one may see the 
number and nature of the assumptions on which they proceed by 
viewing the matter in the following way. (1) The poet being an 
imitator just like the painter or other maker of likenesses, he must 
necessarily in all instances represent things in one or other of three 
aspects, either as they were or are, or as they are said or thought to be 
or to have been, or as they ought to be. (2) All this he does in lan- 
guage, with an admixture, it may be, of strange words and meta- 


_ phors, as also of the various modified forms of words, since the use 
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of these is conceded in poetry. (3) It is to be remembered, too, 
that there is not the same kind of correctness in poetry as in poli- 
tics, or indeed any other art. ‘There is, however, within the limits 
of poetry itself a possibility of two kinds of error, the one directly, 
the other only accidentally connected with the art. If the poet meant 
to describe the thing correctly, and failed through lack of power of 
expression, his art itself is at fault. But if it was through his having 
meant to describe it in some incorrect way (e.g. to make the horse 
in movement have both right legs thrown forward) that the tech- 
nical error (one in a matter of, say, medicine or some other special 
science), or impossibilities of whatever kind they may be, have got 
into his description, his error in that case is not in the essentials of 
the poetic art. These, therefore, must be the premisses of the Solu- 
tions in answer to the criticisms involved in the Problems. 

I. As to the criticisms relating to the poet’s art itself. Any im- 
possibilities there may be in his descriptions of things are faults. But 
from another point of view they are justifiable, if they serve the end 
of poetry itself—if (to assume what we have said of that end) they 
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make the effect of either that very portion of the work or some other 
portion more astounding. The Pursuit of Hector is an instance in 
point. If, however, the poetic end might have been as well or better 
attained without sacrifice of technical correctness in such matters, 
the impossibility is not to be justified, since the description should 
be, if it can, entirely free from error. One may ask, too, whether the 
error is in a matter directly or only accidentally connected with the 
poetic art; since it is a lesser error in an artist not to know, for in- 
stance, that the hind has no horns, than to produce an unrecogniza- 
ble picture of one. 

II. If the poet’s description be criticized as not true to fact, one 
may urge perhaps that the object ought to be as described—an 
answer like that of Sophocles, who said that he drew men as they 
ought to be, and Euripides as they were. If the description, how- 
ever, be neither true nor of the thing as it ought to be, the answer 
must be then, that is in accordance with opinion. The tales about 
Gods, for instance, may be as wrong as Xenophanes thinks, neither 
true nor the better thing to say; but they are certainly in ac- 
cordance with opinion. Of other statements in poetry one may per- 
haps say, not that they are better than the truth, but that the fact was 
so at the time; e.g. the description of the arms: ‘their spears stood 
upright, butt-end upon the ground’; for that was the usual way of 
fixing them then, as it is still with the Illyrians. As for the question 
whether something said or done in a poem is morally right or not, 
in dealing with that one should consider not only the intrinsic quality 
of the actual word or deed, but also the person who says or does it, 
the person to whom he says or does it, the time, the means, and the 
motive of the agent—whether he does it to attain a greater good, 
or to avoid a greater evil. 

ItI. Other criticisms one must meet by considering the language 
of the poet. 


Speaking generally, one has to justify (1) the Impossible by ref- 
erence to the requirements of poetry, or to the better, or to opin- 
ion. For the purposes of poetry a convincing impossibility is pref- 
erable to an unconvincing possibility; and if men such as Zeuxis 
depicted be impossible, the answer is that it is better they should 
be like that, as the artist ought to improve on his model. (2) The 
Improbable one has to justify either by showing it to be in ac- 
cordance with opinion, or by urging that at times it is not improb- 
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able; for there is a probability of things happening also against 
probability. (3) The contradictions found in the poet’s language 
one should first test as one does an opponent’s confutation in a 
dialectical argument, so as to see whether he means the same 
thing, in the same relation, and in the same sense, before admit- 
ting that he has contradicted either something he has said himself 
or what a man of sound sense assumes as true. But there is no pos- 
sible apology for improbability of Plot or depravity of character, 
when they are not necessary and no use is made of them, like the 
unprobability in the appearance of Aegeus in Medea and the base- 
ness of Menelaus in Orestes. 

The objections, then, of critics start with faults of five kinds: the 
allegation is always that something is either (1) impossible, (2) 
improbable, (3) corrupting, (4) contradictory, or (5) against tech- 
nical correctness. The answers to these objections must be sought 
under one or other of the above-mentioned heads, which are 
twelve in number. 


26 The question may be raised whether the epic or the tragic 1s 
the higher form of imitation. It may be argued that, if the less vul- 
gar is the higher, and the less vulgar is always that which addresses 
the better public, an art addressing any and every one is of a very 
vulgar order. It is a belief that their public cannot see the meaning, 
unless they add something themselves, that causes the perpetual 
movements of the performers—bad flute-players, for instance, roll- 
ing about, if quoit-throwing is to be represented, and pulling at 
the conductor, if Scylla is the subject of the piece. Tragedy, then, 
is said to be an art of this order—to be in fact just what the later 
actors were in the eyes of their predecessors; for Mynniscus used to 
call Callippides ‘the ape’, because he thought he so overacted his 
parts; and a similar view was taken of Pindarus also. All Tragedy, 
however, is said to stand to the Epic as the newer to the older 
school of actors. The one, accordingly, is said to address a culti- 
vated audience, which does not need the accompaniment of ges- 
ture; the other, an uncultivated one. If, therefore, Tragedy is a 
vulgar art, it must clearly be lower than the Epic. 

The answer to this is twofold. In the first place, one may urge 
(1) that the censure does not touch the art of the dramatic poet, 
but only that of his interpreter; for it is quite possible to overdo 
the gesturing even in an epic recital, as did Sosistratus, and in a 
singing contest, as did Mnasitheus of Opus. (2) That one should 
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not condemn all movement, unless one means to condemn even 
the dance, but only that of ignoble people—which is the point of 
the criticism passed on Callippides and in the present day on oth- 
ers, that their women are not like gentlewomen. (3) That Trag- 
edy may produce its effect even without movement or action in 
just the same way as Epic poetry; for from the mere reading of a 
play its quality may be seen. So that, if it be superior in all other 
respects, this element of inferiority is no necessary part of it. 

In the second place, one must remember (1) that Tragedy has 
everything that the Epic has (even the epic metre being admissi- 
ble), together with a not inconsiderable addition in the shape of 
the Music (a very real factor in the pleasure of the drama) and 
the Spectacle. (2) That its reality of presentation is felt in the play 
as read, as well as in the play as acted. (3) That the tragic imita- 
tion requires less space for the attainment of its end; which is a 
ereat advantage, since the more concentrated effect is more pleas- 
urable than one with a large admixture of time to dilute it—con- 
sider the Oedipus of Sophocles, for instance, and the effect of ex- 
panding it into the number of lines of the Iliad. (4) That there is 
less unity in the imitation of the epic poets, as is proved by the 
fact that any one work of theirs supplies matter for several trage- 
dies; the result being that, if they take what is really a single story, 
it seems curt when briefly told, and thin and waterish when on 
the scale of length usual with their verse. In saying that there is 
less unity in an epic, I mean an epic made up of a plurality of ac- 
tions, in the same way as the Iliad and Odyssey have many such 
parts, each one of them im itself of some magnitude; yet the struc- 
ture of the two Homeric poems is as perfect as can be, and the ac- 
tion in them is as nearly as possible one action. If, then, Tragedy 
is superior in these respects, and also, besides these, in its poetic 
effect (since the two forms of poetry should give us, not any or 
every pleasure, but the very special kind we have mentioned), it is 
clear that, as attaining the poetic effect better than the Epic, it 
will be the higher form of art. 

So much for Tragedy and Epic poetry—for these two arts in 
general and their species; the number and nature of their constitu- 
ent parts; the causes of success and failure in them; the Objections 
of the critics, and the Solutions in answer to them. 


z0 


1462» 


13822 
20 


25 


30 


35 


1382b 


10 


126/ Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


Fear and Pity 


FEAR 


FROM Rhetoric 
(1382 19-1383 11) 


BOOK II 


5 To turn next to Fear, what follows will show the things and 
persons of which, and the states of mind in which, we feel afraid. 
Fear may be defined as a pain or disturbance due to a mental pic- 
ture of some destructive or painful evil in the future. Of destructive 
or painful evils only; for there are some evils, e.g. wickedness or 
stupidity, the prospect of which does not frighten us: I mean only 
such as amount to great pains or losses. And even these only if 
they appear not remote but so near as to be imminent: we do not 
fear things that are a very long way off: for instance, we all know we 
shall die, but we are not troubled thereby, because death is not 
close at hand. From this definition it will follow that fear is caused 
by whatever we feel has great power of destroying us, or of harming 
us in ways that tend to cause us great pain. Hence the very indica- 
tions of such things are terrible, making us feel that the terrible 
thing itself is close at hand; the approach of what is terrible 1s just 
what we mean by ‘danger’. Such indications are the enmity and an- 
ger of people who have power to do something to us; for it is plain 
that they have the will to do it, and so they are on the point of do- 
ing it. Also injustice in possession of power; for it is the unjust 
man’s will to do evil that makes him unjust. Also outraged virtue 
in possession of power; for it is plain that, when outraged, it always 
has the will to retaliate, and now it has the power to do so. Also 
fear felt by those who have the power to do something to us, since 
such persons are sure to be ready to do it. And since most men tend 
to be bad—slaves to greed, and cowards in danger—it is, as a rule, 
a terrible thing to be at another man’s mercy; and therefore, if 
we have done anything horrible, those in the secret terrify us with 
the thought that they may betray or desert us. And those who can 
do us wrong are terrible to us when we are liable to be wronged; 
for as a rule men do wrong to others whenever they have the 
power to do it. And those who have been wronged, or believe 
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themselves to be wronged, are terrible; for they are always looking 
out for their opportunity. Also those who have done people wrong, 
if they possess power, since they stand in fear of retaliation: we 
have already said that wickedness possessing power is terrible. 
Again, our rivals for a thing cause us fear when we cannot both 
have it at once; for we are always at war with such men. We also 
fear those who are to be feared by stronger people than ourselves: 
if they can hurt those stronger people, still more can they hurt 
us; and, for the same reason, we fear those whom those stronger 
people are actually afraid of. Also those who have destroyed people 
stronger than we are. Also those who are attacking people weaker 
than we are: either they are already formidable, or they will be so 
when they have thus grown stronger. Of those we have wronged, 
and of our enemies or rivals, it is not the passionate and outspoken 
whom we have to fear, but the quiet, dissembling, unscrupulous; 
since we never know when they are upon us, we can never be sure 
they are at a safe distance. All terrible things are more terrible if 
they give us no chance of retrieving a blunder—either no chance at 
all, or only one that depends on our enemies and not ourselves. 
Those things are also worse which we cannot, or cannot easily, help. 
Speaking generally, anything causes us to feel fear that when it 
happens to, or threatens, others causes us to feel pity. 

The above are, roughly, the chief things that are terrible and are 
feared. Let us now describe the conditions under which we our- 
selves feel fear. If fear is associated with the expectation that 
something destructive will happen to us, plainly nobody will be 
afraid who believes nothing can happen to him; we shall not fear 
things that we believe cannot happen to us, nor people who we 
believe cannot inflict them upon us; nor shall we be afraid at times 
when we think ourselves safe from them. It follows therefore that 
fear is felt by those who believe something to be likely to happen 
to them, at the hands of particular persons, in a particular form, 
and at a particular time. People do not believe this when they are, 
or think they are, in the midst of great prosperity, and are in conse- 
quence insolent, contemptuous, and reckless—the kind of charac- 
ter produced by wealth, physical strength, abundance of friends, 
power: nor yet when they feel they have experienced every kind of 
horror already and have grown callous about the future, like men 
who are being flogged and are already nearly dead—if they are to 
feel the anguish of uncertainty, there must be some faint expecta- 
tion of escape. This appears from the fact that fear sets us thinking 
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what can be done, which of course nobody does when things 
are hopeless. Consequently, when it is advisable that the audience 
should be frightened, the orator must make them feel that they 
really are in danger of something, pointing out that it has hap- 
pened to others who were stronger than they are, and is happen- 
ing, or has happened, to people like themselves, at the hands of un- 
expected people, in an unexpected form, and at an unexpected 
time. 

Having now seen the nature of fear, and of the things that cause 
it, and the various states of mind in which it is felt, we can also see 
what Confidence is, about what things we feel it, and under what 
conditions. It is the opposite of fear, and what causes it is the oppo- 
site of what causes fear; it is, therefore, the expectation associated 
with a mental picture of the nearness of what keeps us safe and 
the absence or remoteness of what is terrible: it may be due either 
to the near presence of what inspires confidence or to the absence 
of what causes alarm. We feel it if we can take steps—many, or 
important, or both—to cure or prevent trouble; if we have neither 
wronged others nor been wronged by them; if we have either no 
rivals at all or no strong ones; if our rivals who are strong are our 
friends or have treated us well or been treated well by us; or if 
those whose interest is the same as ours are the more numerous 
party, or the stronger, or both. 

As for our own state of mind, we feel confidence if we believe 
we have often succeeded and never suffered reverses, or have of- 
ten met danger and escaped it safely. For there are two reasons why 
human beings face danger calmly: they may have no experience of 
it, or they may have means to deal with it: thus when in danger at 
sea people may feel confident about what will happen either be- 
cause they have no experience of bad weather, or because their ex- 
perience gives them the means of dealing with it. We also feel 
confident whenever there is nothing to terrify other people like our- 
selves, or people weaker than ourselves, or people than whom we 
believe ourselves to be stronger—and we believe this if we have 
conquered them, or conquered others who are as strong as they are, 
or stronger. Also if we believe ourselves superior to our rivals in the 
number and importance of the advantages that make men formi- 
dable—wealth, physical strength, strong bodies of supporters, ex- 
tensive territory, and the possession of all, or the most important, 
appliances of war. Also if we have wronged no one, or not many, 
or not those of whom we are afraid; and generally, if our relations 
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with the gods are satisfactory, as will be shown especially by signs 
and oracles. The fact is that anger makes us confident—that anger 
is excited by our knowledge that we are not the wrongers but the 
wronged, and that the divine power is always supposed to be on 
the side of the wronged. Also when, at the outset of an enterprise, 
we believe that we cannot and shall not fail, or that we shall suc- 
ceed completely—So much for the causes of fear and confidence. 


PITY 


FROM Rhetoric 
(13855 11-1386" 9) 


BOOK II 


8 Let us now consider Pity, asking ourselves what things excite 
pity, and for what persons, and in what states of our mind pity is 
felt. Pity may be defined as a feeling of pain caused by the sight of 
some evil, destructive or painful, which befalls one who does not 
deserve it, and which we might expect to befall ourselves or some 
friend of ours, and moreover to befall us soon. In order to feel 
pity, we must obviously be capable of supposing that some evil 
may happen to us or some friend of ours, and moreover some such 
evil as is stated in our definition or is more or less of that kind. It 
is therefore not felt by those completely ruined, who suppose that 
no further evil can befall them, since the worst has befallen them 
already; nor by those who imagine themselves immensely fortu- 
nate—their feeling is rather presumptuous insolence, for when 
they think they possess all the good things of life, it is clear that the 
impossibility of evil befalling them will be included, this being one 
of the good things in question. Those who think evil may befall 
them are such as have already had it befall them and have safely es- 
caped from it; elderly men, owing to their good sense and their ex- 
perience; weak men, especially men inclined to cowardice; and also 
educated people, since these can take long views. Also those who 
have parents living, or children, or wives; for these are our own, 
and the evils mentioned above may easily befall them. And those 
who are neither moved by any courageous emotion such as anger 
or confidence (these emotions take no account of the future), 
nor by a disposition to presumptuous insolence (insolent men, 
too, take no account of the possibility that something evil will hap- 
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pen to them), nor yet by great fear (panic-stricken people do not 
feel pity, because they are taken up with what is happening to 
themselves); only those feel pity who are between these two ex- 
tremes. In order to feel pity we must also believe in the goodness 
of at least some people; if you think nobody good, you will believe 
that everybody deserves evil fortune. And, generally, we feel pity 
whenever we are in the condition of remembering that similar mis- 
fortunes have happened to us or ours, or expecting them to hap- 
pen in future. 

So much for the mental conditions under which we feel pity. 
What we pity is stated clearly in the definition. All unpleasant and 
painful things excite pity if they tend to destroy and annihilate; 
and all such evils as are due to chance, if they are serious. The 
painful and destructive evils are: death in its various forms, bodily 
injuries and afflictions, old age, diseases, lack of food. The evils 
due to chance are: friendlessness, scarcity of friends (it is a pitiful 
thing to be torn away from friends and companions), deformity, 
weakness, mutilation; evil coming from a source from which good 
ought to have come; and the frequent repetition of such misfor- 
tunes. Also the coming of good when the worst has happened: e.g. 
the arrival of the Great King’s gifts for Diopeithes after his death. 
Also that either no good should have befallen a man at all, or that 
he should not be able to enjoy it when it has. 

The grounds, then, on which we feel pity are these or like these. 
The people we pity are: those whom we know, if only they are 
not very closely related to us—in that case we feel about them as 
if we were in danger ourselves. For this reason Amasis did not 
weep, they say, at the sight of his son being led to death, but did 
weep when he saw his friend begging: the latter sight was pitiful, 
the former terrible, and the terrible is different from the pitiful; it 
tends to cast out pity, and often helps to produce the opposite of 
pity. Again, we feel pity when the danger is near ourselves. Also 
we pity those who are like us in age, character, disposition, social 
standing, or birth; for in all these cases it appears more likely that 
the same misfortune may befall us also. Here too we have to 
remember the general principle that what we fear for ourselves 
excites our pity when it happens to others. Further, since it is when 
the sufferings of others are close to us that they excite our pity (we 
cannot remember what disasters happened a hundred centuries ago, 
nor look forward to what will happen a hundred centuries hereafter, 
and therefore feel little pity, if any, for such things) : it follows that 
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those who heighten the effect of their words with suitable gestures, 
tones, dress, and dramatic action generally, are especially successful 
in exciting pity: they thus put the disasters before our eyes, and 
make them seem close to us, just coming or just past. Anything 
that has just happened, or is going to happen soon, is particularly 
piteous: so too therefore are the tokens and the actions of sufter- 
ers—the garments and the like of those who have already suffered; 
the words and the like of those actually suffering—of those, for in- 
stance, who are on the point of death. Most piteous of all is it when, 
in such times of trial, the victims are persons of noble character: 
whenever they are so, our pity is especially excited, because their in- 
nocence, as well as the setting of their misfortunes before our eyes, 
makes their misfortunes seem close to ourselves. 


THEORY OF MUSIC 


FROM Politics 
(1339% 11-1342 34) 


BOOK VITII 


5 Concerning music there are some questions which we have al- 
ready raised; these we may now resume and carry further; and our 
remarks will serve as a prelude to this or any other discussion of 
the subject. It is not easy to determine the nature of music, or 
why any one should have a knowledge of it. Shall we say, for the 
sake of amusement and relaxation, like sleep or drinking, which 
are not good in themselves, but are pleasant, and at the same 
time ‘make care to cease’, as Euripides says? And for this end men 
also appoint music, and make use of all three alike—sleep, drinking, 
music—to which some add dancing. Or shall we argue that music 
conduces to virtue, on the ground that it can furm our minds 
and habituate us to true pleasures as our bodies are made by 
gymnastic to be of a certain character? Or shall we say that it con- 
tributes to the enjoyment of leisure and mental cultivation, which 
is a third alternative? Now obviously youths are not to be in- 
structed with a view to their amusement, for learning is no amuse- 
ment, but is accompanied with pain. Neither is intellectual en- 
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joyment suitable to boys of that age, for it is the end, and that which 
is imperfect cannot attain the perfect or end. But perhaps it may 
be said that boys learn music for the sake of the amusement which 
they will have when they are grown up. If so, why should they 
learn themselves, and not, like the Persian and Median kings, enjoy 
the pleasure and instruction which is derived from hearing others? 
(for surely persons who have made music the business and profes- 
sion of their lives will be better performers than those who practise 
only long enough to learn). If they must learn music, on the 
same principle they should learn cookery, which is absurd. And 
even granting that music may form the character, the objection 
still holds: why should we learn ourselves? Why cannot we attain 
true pleasure and form a correct judgment from hearing others, 
like the Lacedaemonians?—for they, without learning music, never- 
theless can correctly judge, as they say, of good and bad melodies. 
Or again, if music should be used to promote cheerfulness and re- 
fined intellectual enjoyment, the objection still remains—why 
should we learn ourselves instead of enjoying the performances of 
others? We may illustrate what we are saying by our conception of 
the Gods; for in the poets Zeus does not himself sing or play on the 
lyre. Nay, we call professional performers vulgar; no freeman would 
play or sing unless he were intoxicated or in jest. But these matters 
may be left for the present. 

The first question is whether music is or is not to be a part of 
education. Of the three things mentioned in our discussion, which 
does it produce?—education or amusement or intellectual enjoy- 
ment, for it may be reckoned under all three, and seems to share 
in the nature of all of them. Amusement is for the sake of relaxa- 
tion, and relaxation is of necessity sweet, for it is the remedy of 
pain caused by toil: and intellectual enjoyment is universally ac- 
knowledged to contain an element not only of the noble but of the 
pleasant, for happiness is made up of both. All men agree that 
music is one of the pleasantest things, whether with or without song; 
as Musaeus says, 


‘Song is to mortals of all things the sweetest.’ 


Hence and with good reason it is introduced into social gatherings 
and entertainments, because it makes the hearts of men glad: so 
that on this ground alone we may assume that the young ought to 
be trained in it. For innocent pleasures are not only in harmony 
with the perfect end of life, but they also provide relaxation. And 
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whereas men rarely attain the end, but often rest by the way and 
amuse themselves, not only with a view to a further end, but also 
for the pleasure’s sake, it may be well at times to Ict them find a re- 
freshment in music. It sometimes happens that men make amuse- 
ment the end, for the end probably contains some element of pleas- 
ure, though not any ordinary or lower pleasure; but they mistake 
the lower for the higher, and in seeking for the one find the other, 
since every pleasure has a likeness to the end of action. For the end 
is not eligible for the sake of any future good, nor do the pleasures 
which we have described exist for the sake of any future good but of 
the past, that is to say, they are the alleviation of past toils and 
pains. And we may infer this to be the reason why men seek happi- 
ness from these pleasures. 

But music is pursued, not only as an alleviation of past toil, but 
also as providing recreation. And who can say whether, having 
this use, it may not also have a nobler one? In addition to this 
common pleasure, felt and shared in by all (for the pleasure given 
by music is natural, and therefore adapted to all ages and charac- 
ters), may it not have also some influence over the character and 
the soul? It must have such an influence if characters are affected 
by it. And that they are so affected is proved in many ways, 
and not least by the power which the songs of Olympus exercise; for 
beyond question they inspire enthusiasm, and enthusiasm is an 
emotion of the ethical part of the soul. Besides, when men hear 
imitations, even apart from the rhythms and tunes themselves, their 
feelings move in sympathy. Since then music is a pleasure, and vir- 
tue consists in rejoicmg and loving and hating aright, there is 
clearly nothing which we are so much concerned to acquire and to 
cultivate as the power of forming right judgments, and of tak- 
ing delight in good dispositions and noble actions. Rhythm and 
melody supply imitations of anger and gentleness, and also of cout- 
age and temperance, and of all the qualities contrary to these and 
of the other qualities of character, which hardly fall short of the 
actual affections, as we know from our own experience, for in lis- 
tening to such strains our souls undergo a change. The habit of 
feeling pleasure or pain at mere representations is not far removed 
from the same feeling about realities; for example, if any one de- 
lights in the sight of a statue for its beauty only, it necessarily fol- 
lows that the sight of the original will be pleasant to him. The 
objects of no other sense, such as taste or touch, have any resem- 
blance to moral qualities; in visible objects there is only a little, for 
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there are figures which are of a moral character, but only to a slight 
extent, and all do not participate in the feeling about them. Again, 
figures and colours are not imitations, but signs, of moral habits, 
indications which the body gives of states of feeling. The con- 
nexion of them with morals is slight, but in so far as there is any, 
young men should be taught to look, not at the works of Pauson, 
but at those of Polygnotus, or any other painter or sculptor who ex- 
presses moral ideas. On the other hand, even in mere melodies 
there is an imitation of character, for the musical modes differ es- 
sentially from one another, and those who hear them are differently 
affected by each. Some of them make men sad and grave, like the 
so-called Mixolydian, others enfeeble the mind, like the relaxed 
modes, another, again, produces a moderate and settled temper, 
which appears to be the peculiar effect of the Dorian; the Phrygian 
inspires enthusiasm. The whole subject has been well treated by 
philosophical writers on this branch of education, and they con- 
firm their arguments by facts. The same principles apply to 
rhythms; some have a character of rest, others of motion, and of 
these latter again, some have a more vulgar, others a nobler move- 
ment. Enough has been said to show that music has a power of 
forming the character, and should therefore be introduced into the 
education of the young. The study is suited to the stage of youth, for 
young persons will not, if they can help, endure anything which is 
not sweetened by pleasure, and music has a natural sweetness. 
There seems to be in us a sort of affinity to musical modes and 
rhythms, which makes some philosophers say that the soul is a tun- 
ing, others, that it possesses tuning. 


6 And now we have to determine the question which has been 
already raised, whether children should be themselves taught to 
sing and play or not. Clearly there is a considerable difference 
made in the character by the actual practice of the art. It is difficult, 
if not impossible, for those who do not perform to be good judges 
of the performance of others. Besides, children should have some- 
thing to do, and the rattle of Archytas, which people give to their 
children in order to amuse them and prevent them from breaking 
anything in the house, was a capital invention, for a young thing 
cannot be quiet. The rattle is a toy suited to the infant mind, and 
education is a rattle or toy for children of a larger growth. We con- 
clude then that they should be taught music in such a way as to 
become not only critics but performers. 
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The question what is or is not suitable for different ages may be 
easily answered; nor is there any difficulty in meeting the objection 
of those who say that the study of music is vulgar. We reply (1) in 
the first place, that they who are to be judges must also be per- 
formers, and that they should begin to practise early, although 
when they are older they may be spared the execution; they must 
have learned to appreciate what is good and to delight in it, thanks 
to the knowledge which they acquired in their youth. As to (2) 
the vulgarizing effect which music is supposed to exercise, this is a 
question which we shall have no difficulty in determining, when 
we have considered to what extent freemen who are being trained 
to political virtue should pursue the art, what melodies and what 
thythms they should be allowed to use, and what instruments 
should be employed in teaching them to play; for even the in- 
strument makes a difference. The answer to the objection turns 
upon these distinctions; for it is quite possible that certain methods 
of teaching and learning music do really have a degrading effect. It 
is evident then that the learning of music ought not to impede the 
business of riper years, or to degrade the body or render it unfit for 
civil or military training, whether for bodily exercises at the time or 
for later studies. 

The right measure will be attained if students of music stop 
short of the arts which are practised in professional contests, and 
do not seek to acquire those fantastic marvels of execution which 
are now the fashion in such contests, and from these have passed 
into education. Let the young practise even such music as we have 
prescribed, only until they are able to feel delight in noble melo- 
dies and rhythms, and not merely in that common part of music 
in which every slave or child and even some animals find pleasure. 

From these principles we may also infer what instruments should 
be used. The flute, or any other instrument which requires great 
skill, as for example the harp, ought not to be admitted into educa- 
tion, but only such as will make intelligent students of music or of 
the other parts of education. Besides, the flute is not an instrument 
which is expressive of moral character; it is too exciting. ‘The proper 
time for using it is when the performance aims not at instruction, 
but at the relief of the passions. And there is a further objection; 
the impediment which the flute presents to the use of the voice de- 
tracts from its educational value. The ancients therefore were right 
in forbidding the flute to youths and freemen, although they had 
once allowed it. For when their wealth gave them a greater in- 
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clination to leisure, and they had loftier notions of excellence, be- 
ing also elated with their success, both before and after the Persian 
War, with more zeal than discernment they pursued every kind of 
knowledge, and so they introduced the flute into education. At 
Lacedaemon there was a choragus who led the chorus with a flute, 
and at Athens the instrument became so popular that most free- 
men could play upon it. The popularity is shown by the tablet 
which Thrasippus dedicated when he furnished the chorus to 
Ecphantides. Later experience enabled men to judge what was or 
was not really conducive to virtue, and they rejected both the flute 
and several other old-fashioned instruments, such as the Lydian 
harp, the many-stringed lyre, the ‘heptagon’, ‘triangle’, ‘sambuca’, 
and the like—which are intended only to give pleasure to the 
hearer, and require extraordinary skill of hand. There is a meaning 
also in the myth of the ancients, which tells how Athene invented 
the flute and then threw it away. It was not a bad idea of theirs, 
that the Goddess disliked the instrument because it made the face 
ugly; but with still more reason may we say that she rejected it be- 
cause the acquirement of flute-playing contributes nothing to the 
mind, since to Athene we ascribe both knowledge and art. 

Thus then we reject the professional instruments and also the 
professional mode of education in music (and by professional 
we mean that which is adopted in contests), for in this the per- 
former practises the art, not for the sake of his own improvement, 
but in order to give pleasure, and that of a vulgar sort, to his 
hearers. For this reason the execution of such music is not the part 
of a freeman but of a paid performer, and the result is that the per- 
formers are vulgarized, for the end at which they aim is bad. The 
vulgarity of the spectator tends to lower the character of the music 
and therefore of the performers; they look to him—he makes them 
what they are, and fashions even their bodies by the movements 
which he expects them to exhibit. 


7 We have also to consider rhythms and modes, and their use in 
education. Shall we use them all or make a distinction? and shall 
the same distinction be made for those who practise music with 
a view to education, or shall it be some other? Now we see that 
music is produced by melody and rhythm, and we ought to know 
what influence these have respectively on education, and whether 
we should prefer excellence in melody or excellence in rhythm. But 
as the subject has been very well treated by many musicians of the 
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present day, and also by philosophers who have had considerable 
experience of musical education, to these we would refer the more 
exact student of the subject; we shall only speak of it now after the 
manner of the legislator, stating the general principles. 

We accept the division of melodies proposed by certain philos- 
ophers into ethical melodies, melodies of action, and passionate 
or inspiring melodies, each having, as they say, a mode corre- 
sponding to it. But we maintain further that music should be 
studied, not for the sake of one, but of many benefits, that is to 
say, with a view to (1) education, (2) purgation (the word “‘pur- 
gation’ we use at present without explanation, but when hereafter 
we speak of poetry, we will treat the subject with more precision ) ; 
music may also serve (3) for intellectual enjoyment, for relaxation 
and for recreation after exertion. It is clear, therefore, that all the 
modes must be employed by us, but not all of them in the same 
manner. In education the most ethical modes are to be preferred, 
but in listening to the performances of others we may admit the 
modes of action and passion also. For feelings such as pity and 
fear, or, again, enthusiasm, exist very strongly in some souls, and 
have more or less influence over all. Some persons fall into a 
religious frenzy, whom we see as a result of the sacred melodies— 
when they have used the melodies that excite the soul to mystic 
frenzy—restored as though they had found healing and purgation. 
Those who are influenced by pity or fear, and every emotional na- 
ture, must have a like experience, and others in so far as each is 
susceptible to such emotions, and all are in a manner purged and 
their souls lightened and delighted. The purgative melodies like- 
wise give an innocent pleasure to mankind. Such are the modes 
and the melodies in which those who perform music at the theatre 
should be invited to compete. But since the spectators are of two 
kinds—the one free and educated, and the other a vulgar crowd 
composed of mechanics, labourers, and the like—there ought to 
be contests and exhibitions instituted for the relaxation of the 
second class also. And the music will correspond to their minds; 
for as their minds are perverted from the natural state, so there are 
perverted modes and highly strung and unnaturally coloured melo- 
dies. A man receives pleasure from what is natural to him, and 
therefore professional musicians may be allowed to practise this 
lower sort of music before an audience of a lower type. But, for the 
purposes of education, as I have already said, those modes and 
melodies should be employed which are ethical, such as the 
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Donan, as we said before; though we may include any others 
which are approved by philosophers who have had a musical educa- 
tion. The Socrates of the Republic is wrong in retaining only the 
Phrygian mode along with the Dorian, and the more so because he 
rejects the flute; for the Phrygian is to the modes what the flute is 
to musical instruments—both of them are exciting and emotional. 
Poetry proves this, for Bacchic frenzy and all similar emotions are 
more suitably expressed by the flute, and are better set to the 
Phrygian than to any other mode. The dithyramb, for example, is 
acknowledged to be Phrygian, a fact of which the connoisseurs of 
music offer many proofs, saying, among other things, that Philoxe- 
nus, having attempted to compose his Mysians as a dithyramb in 
the Dorian mode, found it impossible, and fell back by the very na- 
ture of things into the more appropriate Phrygian. All men agree 
that the Dorian music is the gravest and manliest. And whereas we 
say that the extremes should be avoided and the mean followed, 
and whereas the Dorian is a mean between the other modes, it is 
evident that our youth should be taught the Dorian music. 
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PLOTINUS 


Despite his affinities with Plato, Plotinus extracts only a meta- 
physics of beauty from his classical predecessor and never de- 
velops a philosophy of art. Yet the metaphysics of beauty which 
he elaborated has had the most profound influence on genera- 
tions of artists, philosophers, and critics. Plotinus succeeds in 
giving poetic completeness and lyric grandeur to the doctrines 
of beauty which so fascinated the ancient and the Hellenistic 
world. From these speculations both early Christian philosophy 
and Italian Renaissarice Humanism draw their conceptions of 
beauty. In Augustine, the philosophy of Plotinus finds its Chris- 
tian elaboration, and in Ficino his doctrines of art’s relation to 
transcendent beauty are read back into a Renaissance Symposium, 
but one in which the artist of genius usurps the leadership of 
the philosopher. 

Strangely enough, Plotinus’ views are reasserted strongly at the 
moment when modern aesthetic theory makes its appearance, for 
the seventeenth-century Platonism of the Cambridge school and 
nineteenth-century German romantic idealism drew heavily upon 
Plotinus. It is through Ralph Cudworth and the Earl of Shaftes- 
bury that Plotinus comes once more to exercise his poetic power 
over the philosophies of beauty. These writers revivify two strands 
in Plotinus’ thought: the mysticism of divine harmony which en- 
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tails the participation of all finite things in infinite beauty, and 
the ultimate intelligibility of the universe (in Cudworth); and 
secondly, the symbolic nature of all human products (in nine- 
teenth-century German philosophy). It is in terms of the con- 
cepts of Beauty and Symbol that Plotinus is best understood. 
The beauty of art and nature is a manifestation of the unity 
of being. In his metaphysics, Plotinus ascends from the unity of 
individual souls to the unity of the general or world soul, and 
from that to the intellect thinking itself. Ultimately all dualities 
of knowing and known, subject and object, are overcome by the 
self-identity of the self-reflective thought. It is to this wholeness 
that all orders of creation aspire, and from it that all have been 
created. From the simple Good of the intellect all order is gen- 
erated by a process of emanation: from the One comes Mind, 
from Mind comes Soul, and Soul forms and enters into body. 
The world of body or nature exhibits an order and harmony 
which itself is an emanation from the One. When Soul en- 
counters sensible beauty it experiences pleasure because it per- 
ceives there a communal nature which carries it back to the pos- 
sibility of the ultimate harmony of the One. But this beauty of 
objects ts also an emanation of Beauty itself, and that in turn is 
an emanation from the Good of the intellect. Hence individual 
beauty is, as it were, a symbol of cosmic harmony and a symbol 
of the higher reality to which all beautiful things are related and 
upon which all individual experiences of beauty depend. 
Artists’ products are therefore valuable chiefly as symbols. It 
is with Plotinus that the symbolic nature of art receives its first 
comprehensive formulation. Not only is the beautiful object a 
symbol of cosmic harmony, but the cosmic order is best alluded 
to by metaphors themselves of a poetic nature. The emanations 
from the one are likened to an overflowing spring (Ennead V, 
2.1), and to a light which permeates the Whole from its source 
in the One (Ennead V, 1.6). An interesting use of art as an 
image of a metaphysical principle is Plotinus’ reference to the 
dance in explaining the harmony of nature as a living whole 
(Ennead IV, 4.33). The Good radiates beauty from itself and is 
the source of beauty, while Beauty itself is second in the order of 
emanations. ‘Fhus the beauty of a man-made object (statue) is 
an imitation of Beauty and ultimately of the Good. And below 
the beauty of the created are the incomplete beauties of natural 
things which the arts are able to perfect. Hence, works of art 
stand midway between the somewhat obscured beauties of na- 
ture, which they ennoble and bring to fulfillment, and Beauty 
itself, which the mind can know through its ascent beyond the 
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beautiful object. Art is a symbol in a double sense: of that lower 
reality which it perfects, and that ultimate reality which it mur- 
rors. 


ENNEAD I 


Sixth Tractate 


BEAUTY 


1. Beauty addresses itself chiefly to sight; but there is a beauty for the 
hearing too, as in certain combinations of words and in all kinds of 
music, for melodies and cadences are beautiful; and minds that lift 
themselves above the realm of sense to a higher order are aware of 
beauty in the conduct of life, in actions, in character, in the pursuits 
of the intellect; and there is the beauty of the virtues. What loftier 
beauty there may be, yet, our argument will bring to light. 

What, then, is it that gives comeliness to material forms and draws 
the ear to the sweetness perceived in sounds, and what is the secret of 
the beauty there 1s in all that derives from Soul? 

Is there some One Principle from which all take their grace, or is 
there a beauty peculiar to the embodied and another for the bodiless? 
Finally, one or many, what would such a Principle be? 

Consider that some things, material shapes for instance, are gra- 
cious not by anything inherent but by something communicated, 
while others are lovely of themselves, as, for example, Virtue. 

The same bodies appear sometimes beautiful, sometimes not; so 
that there is a good deal between being body and being beautiful. 

What, then, is this something that shows itself in certain material 
forms? This is the natural beginning of our inquiry. 

What is it that attracts the eyes of those to whom a beautiful object 
is presented, and calls them, lures them, towards it, and fills them with 
joy at the sight? If we possess ourselves of this, we have at once a 
standpoint for the wider survey. 

Almost everyone declares that the symmetry of parts towards each 
other and towards a whole, with, besides, a certain charm of colour, 
constitutes the beauty recognized by the eye, that in visible things, as 
indeed in all else, universally, the beautiful thing is essentially sym- 
metrical, patterned. 
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But think what this means. 

Only a compound can be beautiful, never anything devoid of parts; 
and only a whole; the several parts will have beauty, not in them- 
selves, but only as working together to give a comely total. Yet beauty 
in an aggregate demands beauty in details: it cannot be constructed 
out of ugliness; its law must run throughout. 

All the loveliness of colour and even the light of the sun, being de- 
void of parts and so not beautiful by symmetry, must be ruled out of 
the realm of beauty. And how comes gold to be a beautiful thing? 
And lightning by night, and the stars, why are these so fair? 

In sounds also the simple must be proscribed, though often in a 
whole noble composition each several tone is delicious in “itselE. 

Again since the one face, constant in symmetry, appears sometimes 
fair and sometimes not, can we doubt that beauty is something more 
than symmetry, that symmetry itself owes its beauty to a remoter 
principle? 

Turn to what is attractive in methods of life or in the expression 
of thought; are we to call in symmetry here? What symmetry is to be 
found in noble conduct, or excellent laws, in any form of mental pur- 
suit? 

What symmetry can there be in points of abstract thought? 

The symmetry of being accordant with each other? But there may 
be accordance or entire identity where there is nothing but ugliness: 
the proposition that honesty is merely a generous artlessness chimes in 
the most perfect harmony with the proposition that morality means 
weakness of will; the accordance is complete. 

Then again, all the virtues are a beauty of the Soul, a beauty au- 
thentic beyond any of these others; but how does symmetry enter 
here? The Soul, it is true, is not a simple unity, but still its virtue can- 
not have the symmetry of size or of number: what standard of meas- 
urement could presiae over the compromise or the coalescence of the 
Soul’s faculties or purposes? 

Finally, how by this theory would there be beauty in the Intellec- 
tual-Principle, essentially the solitary? 


2. Let us, then, go back to the source, and indicate at once the Prin- 
ciple that bestows beauty on material things. 

Undoubtedly this Principle exists; it is something that is perceived 
at the first glance, something which the Soul names as from an ancient 
knowledge and, recognizing, welcomes it, enters into unison with it. 

But let the Soul fall in with the Ugly and at once it shrinks within 
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itself, denies the thing, turns away from it, not accordant, resenting 
it. 

Our interpretation is that the Soul—by the very truth of its nature, 
by its affiliation to the noblest Existents in the hierarchy of Being— 
when it sees anything of that kin, or any trace of that kinship, thrills 
with an immediate delight, takes its own to itself, and thus stirs anew 
to the sense of its nature and of all its affinity. 

But, is there any such likeness between the loveliness of this world 
and the splendours in the Supreme? Such a likeness in the particulars 
would make the two orders alike: but what is there in common be- 
tween beauty here and beauty There? 

We hold that all the loveliness of this world comes by communion 
in Ideal-Form. 

All shapelessness whose kind admits of pattern and form, as long as 
it remains outside of Reason and Idea, is ugly by that very isolation 
from the Divine-Thought. And this is the Absolute Ugly: an ugly 
thing is something that has not been entirely mastered by pattern, 
that is by Reason, the Matter not yielding at all points and in all re- 
spects to Ideal-Form. 

But where the Ideal-Form has entered, it has grouped and co- 
ordinated what from a diversity of parts was to become a unity: it 
has rallied confusion into co-operation: it has made the sum one 
harmonious coherence: for the Idea is a unity and what it moulds 
must come to unity as far as multiplicity may. 

And on what has thus been compacted to unity, Beauty enthrones 
itself, giving itself to the parts as to the sum: when it lights on some 
natural unity, a thing of like parts, then it gives itself to that whole. 
Thus, for an illustration, there is the beauty, conferred by craftsman- 
ship, of all a house with all its parts, and the beauty which some 
natural quality may give to a single stone. 

This, then, is how the material thing becomes beautiful—by com- 
municating in the thought that flows from the Divine. 


3. And the Soul includes a faculty peculiarly addressed to Beauty— 
one incomparably sure in the appreciation of its own, when Soul en- 
tire is enlisted to support its judgement. 

Or perhaps the Soul itself acts immediately, affrming the Beautiful 
where it finds something accordant with the Ideal-Form within itself, 
using this Idea as a canon of accuracy in its decision. 

But what accordance is there between the material and that which 
antedates all Matter? 
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On what principle does the architect, when he finds the house 
standing before him correspondent with his inner ideal of a house, pro- 
nounce it beautiful? Is it not that the house before him, the stones 
apart, is the inner idea stamped upon the mass of exterior matter, the 
indivisible exhibited in diversity? 

So with the perceptive faculty: discerning in certain objects the 
Ideal-Form which has bound and controlled shapeless matter, opposed 
in nature to Idea, seeing further stamped upon the common shapes 
some shape excellent above the common, it gathers into unity what 
still remains fragmentary, catches it up and carries it within, no longer 
a thing of parts, and presents it to the Ideal-Principle as something 
concordant and congenial, a natural friend: the joy here is like that 
of a good man who discerns in a youth the early signs of a virtue 
consonant with the achieved perfection within his own soul. 

The beauty of colour is also the outcome of a unification: it de- 
rives from shape, from the conquest of the darkness inherent in Mat- 
ter by the pouring-in of light, the unembodied, which is a Rational- 
Principle and an Ideal-Form. 

Hence it is that Fire itself is splendid beyond all material bodies, 
holding the rank of Ideal-Principle to the other elements, making 
ever upwards, the subtlest and sprightliest of all bodies, as very near 
to the unembodied; itself alone admitting no other, all the others 
penetrated by it: for they take warmth but this is never cold; it has 
colour primally; they receive the Form of colour from it: hence the 
splendour of its light, the splendour that belongs to the Idea. And 
all that has resisted and is but uncertainly held by its light remains 
outside of beauty, as not having absorbed the plenitude of the Form 
of colour. 

And harmonies unheard in sound create the harmonies we hear 
and wake the Soul to the consciousness of beauty, showing it the one 
essence in another kind: for the measures of our sensible music are 
not arbitrary but are determined by the Principle whose labour is to 
dominate Matter and bring pattern into being. 

Thus far of the beauties of the realm of sense, images and shadow- 
pictures, fugitives that have entered into Matter—to adorn, and to 
ravish, where they are seen. 


4. But there are earlier and loftier beauties than these. In the sense- 
bound life we are no longer granted to know them, but the Soul, tak- 
ing no help from the organs, sees and proclaims them. To the vision 
of these we must mount, leaving sense to its own low place. 
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As it is not for those to speak of the graceful forms of the material 
world who have never seen them or known their grace—men bom 
blind let us suppose—in the same way those must be silent upon the 
beauty of noble conduct and of learning and all that order who have 
never cared for such things, nor may those tell of the splendour of 
virtue who have never known the face of Justice and of Moral-Wis- 
dom beautiful beyond the beauty of Evening and of Dawn. 

Such vision is for those only who see with the Soul’s sight—and at 
the vision, they will rejoice, and awe will fall upon them and a trouble 
deeper than all the rest could ever stir, for now they are moving :n 
the realm of Truth. 

This is the spirit that Beauty must ever induce, wonderment and a 
delicious trouble, longing and love and a trembling that is all delight. 
For the unseen all this may be felt as for the seen; and this the Souls 
feel for it, every Soul in some degree, but those the more deeply that 
are the more truly apt to this higher love—just as all take delight in 
the beauty of the body but all are not stung as sharply, and those only 
that feel the keener wound are known as Lovers. 


5. These Lovers, then, lovers of the beauty outside of sense, must be 
made to declare themselves. 

What do you feel in presence of the grace you discern in actions, 
in manners, in sound morality, in all the works and fruits of virtue, 
in the beauty of Souls? When you see that you yourselves are beau- 
tiful within, what do you feel? What is this Dionysiac exultation that 
thrills through your being, this straining upwards of all your soul, this 
longing to break away from the body and live sunken within the 
veritable self? 

These are no other than the emotions of Souls under the spell of 
love. 

But what is it that awakens all this passion? No shape, no colour, no 
grandeur of mass: all is for a Soul, something whose beauty rests upon 
no colour, for the moral wisdom the Soul enshrines and all the other 
hueless splendour of the virtues. It is that you find in yourself, or ad- 
mire in another, loftiness of spirit; righteousness of life; disciplined 
purity; courage of the majestic face; gravity, modesty that goes fearless 
and tranquil and passionless; and, shining down upon all, the light of 
god-like Intellection. 

All these noble qualities are to be reverenced and loved, no doubt, 
but what entitles them to be called beautiful? 

They exist: they manifest themselves to us: anyone that sees them 
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must admit that they have reality of Being; and is not Real-Being re- 
ally beautiful? 

But we have not yet shown by what property in them they have 
wrought the Soul to loveliness: what is this grace, this splendour as of 
Light, resting upon all the virtues? 

Let us take the contrary, the ugliness of the Soul, and set that 
against its beauty: to understand, at once, what this ugliness is and 
how it comes to appear in the Soul will certainly open our way before 
us. 

Let us then suppose an ugly Soul, dissolute, unrighteous: teeming 
with all the lusts; torn by internal discord; beset by the fears of its 
cowardice and the envies of its pettiness; thinking, i the little 
thought it has, only of the perishable and the base; perverse in all its 
impulses; the friend of unclean pleasures; living the life of abandon- 
ment to bodily sensation and delighting in its deformity. 

What must we think but that all this shame is something that has 
gathered about the Soul, some foreign bane outraging it, soiling it, 
so that encumbered with all manner of turpitude, it has no longer a 
clean activity or a clean sensation, but commands only a life smoulder- 
ing dully under the crust of evil; that, sunk in manifold death, it no 
longer sees what a Soul should see, may no longer rest in its own be- 
ing, dragged ever as it is towards the outer, the lower, the dark? 

An unclean thing, I dare to say; flickering hither and thither at the 
call of objects of sense, deeply infected with the taint of body, occu- 
pied always in Matter, and absorbing Matter into itself; in its com- 
merce with the Ignoble it has traficked away for an alien nature its 
own essential Idea. 

If a man has been immersed in filth or daubed with mud, his native 
comeliness disappears and all that is seen is the foul stuff besmearing 
him: his ugly condition is due to alien matter that has encrusted him, 
and if he is to win back his grace it must be his business to scour and 
purify himself and make himself what he was. 

So, we may justly say, a Soul becomes ugly—by something foisted 
upon it, by sinking itself into the alien, by a fall, a descent into body, 
into Matter. The dishonour of the Soul is in its ceasing to be clean 
and apart. Gold is degraded when it is mixed with earthy particles; if 
these be worked out, the gold is left and is beautiful, isolated from 
all that is foreign, gold with gold alone. And so the Soul; let it be but 
cleared of the desires that come by its too intimate converse with the 
body, emancipated from all the passions, purged of all that embodi- 
ment has thrust upon it, withdrawn, a solitary, to itself again—in that 
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moment the ugliness that came only from the alien is stripped away. 


6. For, as the ancient teaching was, moral-discipline and courage and 
every virtue, not even excepting Wisdom itself, all is purification. 

Hence the Mysteries with good reason adumbrate the immersion of 
the unpurified in filth, even in the Nether-World, since the unclean 
loves filth for its very filthiness, and swine foul of body find their 
joy in foulness. 

What else is Sophrosyny, rightly so-called, but to take no part in the 
pleasures of the body, to break away from them as unclean and un- 
worthy of the clean? So too, Courage is but being fearless of the death 
which is but the parting of the Soul from the body, an event which no 
one can dread whose delight is to be his unmingled self. And Mag- 
nanimity is but disregard for the lure of things here. And Wisdom is 
but the Act of the Intellectual-Principle withdrawn from the lower 
places and leading the Soul to the Above. 

The Soul thus cleansed is all Idea and Reason, wholly free of body, 
intellective, entirely of that divine order from which the wellspring 
of Beauty rises and all the race of Beauty. 

Hence the Soul heightened to the Intellectual-Principle is beautiful 
to all its power. For Intellection and all that proceeds from Intellec- 
tion are the Soul’s beauty, a graciousness native to it and not foreign, 
for only with these is it truly Soul. And it is just to say that in the Soul’s 
becoming a good and beautiful thing is its becoming like to God, for 
from the Divine comes all the Beauty and all the Good in beings. 

We may even say that Beauty is the Authentic-Existents and Uglt- 
ness is the Principle contrary to Existence: and the Ugly is also the 
primal evil; therefore its contrary is at once good and beautiful, or is 
Good and Beauty: and hence the one method will discover to us the 
Beauty-Good and the Ugliness-Evil. 

And Beauty, this Beauty which is also The Good, must be posed as 
The First: directly deriving from this First is the Intellectual-Pnn- 
ciple which is pre-eminently the manifestation of Beauty; through the 
Intellectual-Pnnciple Soul is beautiful. The beauty in things of a 
lower order—actions and pursuits for instance—comes by operation 
of the shaping Soul which is also the author of the beauty found in 
the world of sense. For the Soul, a divine thing, a fragment as it were 
of the Primal Beauty, makes beautiful to the fullness of their capacity 
all things whatsoever that it grasps and moulds. 


7. Therefore we must ascend again towards the Good, the desired of 
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every Soul. Anyone that has seen This, knows what I intend when I 
say that it is beautiful. Even the desire of it is to be desired as a Good. 
To attain it is for those that will take the upward path, who will set 
all their forces towards it, who will divest themselves of all that we have 
put on in our descent: so, to those that approach the Holy Celebra- 
tions of the Mysteries, there are appointed purifications and the laying 
aside of the garments worn before, and the entry in nakedness—until 
passing, on the upward way, all that is other than the God, each in the 
solitude of himself shall behold that solitary-dwelling Existence, the 
Apart, the Unmingled, the Pure, that from Which all things depend, 
for Which all look and live and act and know, the Source of Life and 
of Intellection and of Being. 

And one that shall know this vision—with what passion of love shall 
he not be seized, with what pang of desire, what longing to be 
molten into one with This, what wondering delight! If he that has 
never seen this Being must hunger for It as for all his welfare, he that 
has known must love and reverence It as the very Beauty; he will be 
flooded with awe and gladness, stricken by a salutary terror; he loves 
with a veritable love, with sharp desire; all other loves than this he 
must despise, and disdain all that once seemed fair. 

This, indeed, is the mood even of those who, having witnessed the 
manifestation of Gods or Supernals, can never again feel the old de- 
light in the comeliness of material forms: what then are we to think of 
one that contemplates Absolute Beauty in Its essential integrity, no 
accumulation of flesh and matter, no dweller on earth or in the heav- 
ens—so perfect Its purity—far above all such things in that they are 
nonesseutial, composite, not primal but descending from This? 

Beholding this Being—the Choragus of all Existence, the Self- 
Intent that ever gives forth and never takes—resting, rapt, in the vi- 
sion and possession of so lofty a loveliness, growing to Its likeness, 
what Beauty can the Soul yet lack? For This, the Beauty supreme, the 
absolute, and the primal, fashions Its lovers to Beauty and makes 
them also worthy of love. 

And for This, the sternest and the uttermost combat is set before 
the Souls; all our labour is for This, lest we be left without part in 
this noblest vision, which to attain is to be blessed in the blissful 
sight, which to fail of is to fail utterly. 

For not he that has failed of the joy that is in colour or in visible 
forms, not he that has failed of power or of honours or of kingdom 
has failed, but only he that has failed of only This, for Whose win- 
ning he should renounce kingdoms and command over earth and 
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ocean and sky, if only, spurning the world of sense from beneath his 
feet, and straining to This, he may see. 


8. But what must we do? How lies the path? How come to vision 
of the inaccessible Beauty, dwelling as if in consecrated precincts, 
apart from the common ways where all may see, even the profane? 

He that has the strength, let him arise and withdraw into himself, 
foregoing all that is known by the eyes, turning away for ever from 
the material beauty that once made his joy. When he perceives those 
shapes of grace that shown in body, let him not pursue: he must know 
them for copies, vestiges, shadows, and hasten away towards That 
they tell of. For if anyone follow what is like a beautiful shape play- 
ing over water—is there not a myth telling in symbol of such a dupe, 
how he sank into the depths of the current and was swept away to 
nothingness? So too, one that is held by material beauty and will not 
break free shall be precipitated, not in body but in Soul, down to the 
dark depths loathed of the Intellective-Being, where, blind even in 
the Lower-World, he shall have commerce only with shadows, there as 
here. 

‘Let us flee then to the beloved Fatherland’: this is the soundest 
counsel. But what is this flight? How are we to gain the open sea? For 
Odysseus is surely a parable to us when he commands the flight from 
the sorceries of Circe or Calypso—not content to linger for all the 
pleasure offered to his eyes and all the delight of sense filling his days. 

The Fatherland to us is There whence we have come, and There 1s 
The Father. 

What then is our course, what the manner of our flight? This is not 
a journey for the feet; the feet bring us only from land to land, nor 
need you think of coach or ship to carry you away; all this order of 
things you must set aside and refuse to see: you must close the eyes 
and call instead upon another vision which is to be waked within you, 
a vision, the birth-right of all, which few turn to use. 


g. And this inner vision, what is its operation? 

Newly awakened it is all too feeble to bear the ultimate splendour. 
Therefore the Soul must be trained—to the habit of remarking, first, 
all noble pursuits, then the works of beauty produced not by the 
labour of the arts but by the virtue of men known for their goodness: 
lastly, you must search the souls of those that have shaped these beau- 
tiful forms. 

But how are you to see into a virtuous Soul and know its loveliness? 
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Withdraw into yourself and look. And if you do not find yourself 
beautiful yet, act as does the creator of a statue that is to be made 
beautiful: he cuts away here, he smoothes there, he makes this line 
lighter, this other purer, until a lovely face has grown upon his work. 
So do you also: cut away all that is excessive, straighten all that is 
crooked, bring light to all that is overcast, labour to make all one glow 
of beauty and never cease chiselling your statue, until there shall 
shine out on you from it the godlike splendour of virtue, until you 
shall see the perfect goodness surely established in the stainless shrine. 

When you know that you have become this perfect work, when you 
are self-gathered in the purity of your being, nothing now remaining 
that can shatter that inner unity, nothing from without clinging to the 
authentic man, when you find yourself wholly true to your essential 
nature, wholly that only veritable Light which is not measured by 
space, not narrowed to any circumscribed form nor again diffused as a 
thing void of term, but ever unmeasurable as something greater than 
all measure and more than all quantity—when you perceive that you 
have grown to this, you are now become very vision: now call up all 
your confidence, strike forward yet a step—you need a guide no longer 
—strain, and see. 

This is the only eye that sees the mighty Beauty. If the eye that 
adventures the vision be dimmed by vice, impure, or weak, and unable 
in its cowardly blenching to see the uttermost brightness, then it sees 
nothing even though another point to what lies plain to sight before it. 
To any vision must be brought an eye adapted to what is to be seen, 
and having some likeness to it. Never did eye see the sun unless it had 
first become sunlike, and never can the Soul have vision of the First 
Beauty unless itself be beautiful. 

Therefore, first let each become godlike and each beautiful who 
cares to see God and Beauty. So, mounting, the Soul will come first to 
the Intellectual-Principle and survey all the beautiful Ideas in the 
Supreme and will avow that this is Beauty, that the Ideas are Beauty. 
For by their efficacy comes all Beauty else, by the offspring and essence 
of the Intellectual-Being. What is beyond the Intellectual-Principle 
we afhrm to be the nature of Good radiating Beauty before it. So that, 
treating the Intellectual-Cosmos as one, the first is the Beautiful: if 
we make distinction there, the Realm of Ideas constitutes the Beauty 
of the Intellectual Sphere; and The Good, which lies beyond, is the 
Fountain at once and Principle of Beauty: the Primal Good and the 
Primal Beauty have the one dwelling-place and, thus, always, Beauty's 
seat is There. 
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ENNEAD V 


Eighth Tractate 


ON THE INTELLECTUAL BEAUTY 


1. It isa principle with us that one who has attained to the vision of 
the Intellectual Beauty and grasped the beauty of the Authentic In- 
tellect will be able also to come to understand the Father and T'ran- 
scendent of that Divine Being. It concerns us, then, to try to see and 
say, for ourselves and as far as such matters may be told, how the 
Beauty of the divine Intellect and of the Intellectual Cosmos may be 
revealed to contemplation. 

Let us go to the realm of magnitudes:—suppose two blocks of stone 
lying side by side: one is unpatterned, quite untouched by art; the 
other has been minutely wrought by the craftsman’s hands into some 
statue of god or man, a Grace or a Muse, or if a human being, not a 
portrait but a creation in which the sculptor’s art has concentrated all 
loveliness. 

Now it must be seen that the stone thus brought under the artist’s 
hand to the beauty of form is beautiful not as stone—for so the crude 
block would be as pleasant—but in virtue of the Form or Idea intro- 
duced by the art. This form is not in the material; it is in the designer 
before ever it enters the stone; and the artificer holds it not by his 
equipment of eyes and hands but by his participation in his art. The 
beauty, therefore, exists in a far higher state in the art; for it does not 
come over integrally into the work; that onginal beauty is not trans- 
ferred; what comes over is a derivative and a minor: and even that 
shows itself upon the statue not integrally and with entire realization 
of intention but only in so far as it has subdued the resistance of the 
material. 

Art, then, creating in the image of its own nature and content, and 
working by the Idea or Reason-Principle of the beautiful object it is to 
produce, must itself be beautiful in a far higher and purer degree 
since it is the seat and source of that beauty, indwelling in the art, 
which must naturally be more complete than any comeliness of the 
external. In the degree in which the beauty is diffused by entering 
into matter, it is so much the weaker than that concentrated in unity; 
everything that reaches outwards is the less for it, strength less strong, 
heat less hot, every power less potent, and so beauty less beautiful. 
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Then again every prime cause must be, within itself, more powerful 
than its effect can be: the musical does not derive from an unmusical 
source but from music; and so the art exhibited in the material work 
derives from an art yet higher. 

Still the arts are not to be slighted on the ground that they create by 
imitation of natural objects; for, to begin with, these natural objects 
are themselves imitations; then, we must recognize that they give no 
bare reproduction of the thing seen but go back to the Reason- 
Principles from which Nature itself derives, and, furthermore, that 
much of their work is all their own; they are holders of beauty and 
add where nature is lacking. Thus Pheidias wrought the Zeus upon no 
model among things of sense but by apprehending what form Zeus 
must take if he chose to become manifest to sight. 


2. But let us leave the arts and consider those works produced by 
Nature and admitted to be naturally beautiful which the creations of 
art are charged with imitating, all reasoning life and unreasoning 
things alike, but especially the consummate among them, where the 
moulder and maker has subdued the material and given the form he 
desired. Now what is the beauty here? It has nothing to do with the 
blood or the menstrual process: either there is also a colour and form 
apart from all this or there is nothing unless sheer ugliness or (at best) 
a bare recipient, as it were the mere Matter of beauty. 

Whence shone forth the beauty of Helen, baitle-sought; or of all 
those women like in loveliness to Aphrodite; or of Aphrodite herself; 
or of any human being that has been perfect in beauty; or of any of 
these gods manifest to sight, or unseen but carrying what would be 
beauty if we saw? 

In all these is it not the Idea, something of that realm but commu- 
nicated to the produced from within the producer, just as in works of 
art, we held, it is communicated from the arts to their creations? Now 
we can surely not believe that, while the made thing and the Idea thus 
impressed upon Matter are beautiful, yet the Idea not so alloyed but 
resting still with the creator—the Idea primal, immaterial, firmly a 
unity—is not Beauty. 

If materia] extension were in itself the ground of beauty, then the 
creating principle, being without extension, could not be beautiful: 
but beauty cannot be made to depend upon magnitude since, whether 
in a large object or a small, the one Idea equally moves and forms the 
mind by its inherent power. A further indication is that as long as the 
object remains outside us we know nothing of it; it affects us by en- 
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try; but only as an Idea can it enter through the eyes which are not of 
scope to take an extended mass: we are, no doubt, simultaneously pos- 
sessed of the magnitude which, however, we take in not as mass but by 
an elaboration upon the presented form. 

Then again the principle producing the beauty must be, itself, ugly, 
neutral, or beautiful: ugly, it could not produce the opposite; neutral, 
why should its product be the one rather than the other? The Nature, 
then, which creates things so lovely must be itself of a far earlier 
beauty; we, undisciplined in discernment of the inward, knowing 
nothing of it, run after the outer, never understanding that it is the 
inner which stirs us; we are in the case of one who sees his own teflec- 
tion but not realizing whence it comes goes in pursuit of it. 

But that the thing we are pursuing is something different and that 
the beauty is not in the concrete object is manifest from the beauty 
there is in matters of study, in conduct and custom; briefly, in soul or 
mind. And it is precisely here that the greater beauty lies, perceived 
whenever you look to the wisdom in a man and delight in it, not 
wasting attention on the face, which may be hideous, but passing all 
appearance by and catching only at the inner comeliness, the truly 
personal; if you are still unmoved and cannot acknowledge beauty 
under such conditions, then looking to your own inner being you will 
find no beauty to delight you and it will be futile in that state to 
seek the greater vision, for you will be questing it through the ugly 
and impure. 

This is why such matters are not spoken of to everyone; you, if you 
are conscious of beauty within, remember. 


Thus there is in the Nature-Principle itself an Ideal archetype of 
the beauty that is found in material forms, and, of that archetype 
again, the still more beautiful archetype in Soul, source of that in Na- 
ture. In the proficient soul this is brighter and of more advanced love- 
liness: adorning the soul and bringing to it a light from that greater 
light which is Beauty primally, its immediate presence sets the soul 
reflecting upon the quality of this prior, the archetype which has no 
such entries, and is present nowhere but remains in itself alone, and 
thus is not even to be called a Reason-Principle but is the creative 
source of the very first Reason-Principle which is the Beauty to which 
Soul serves as Matter. 

This prior, then, is the Intellectual-Principle, the veritable, abiding 
and not fluctuant since not taking intellectual quality from outside it- 
self. By what image, thus, can we represent it? We have nowhere to 
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go but to what is less. Only from itself can we take an image of it; that 
is, there can be no representation of it, except in the sense that we 
represent gold by some portion of gold—purified, either actually or 
mentally, if it be impure—insisting at the same time that this is not 
the total thing gold, but merely the particular gold of a particular par- 
cel. In the same way we learn in this matter from the purified Intel- 
lect in ourselves or, if you like, from the gods and the glory of the 
Intellect in them. 

For assuredly all the gods are august and beautiful in a beauty be- 
yond our speech. And what makes them so? Intellect, and especially 
Intellect operating within them (the divine sun and stars) to visibil- 
ity. It is not through the loveliness of their corporeal forms: even 
those that have body are not gods by that beauty; it is in virtue of In- 
tellect that they, too, are gods, and as gods beautiful. They do not 
veer between wisdom and folly: in the immunity of Intellect unmov- 
ing and pure, they are wise always, all-knowing, taking cognizance 
not of the human but of their own being and of all that lies within 
the contemplation of Intellect. Those of them whose dwelling is in 
the heavens are ever in this meditation—what task prevents them?— 
and from afar they look, too, into that further heaven by a lifting of 
the head. The gods belonging to that higher Heaven itself, they whose 
station is upon it and in it, see and know in virtue of their omnipres- 
ence to it. For all There is heaven; earth is heaven, and sea heaven; 
and animal and plant and man; all is the heavenly content of that 
heaven: and the gods in it, despising neither men nor anything 
else that is there where all is of the heavenly order, traverse all that 
country and al] space in peace. 


4. To ‘live at ease’ is There; and to these divine beings verity is 
mother and nurse, existence and sustenance; all that is not of process 
but of authentic being they see, and themselves in all: for all is trans- 
parent, nothing dark, nothing resistant; every being is lucid to every 
other, in breadth and depth; light runs through light. And each of 
them contains all within itself, and at the same time sees all in every 
other, so that everywhere there is all, and all is all and each all, and 
infinite the glory. Each of them is great; the small is great; the sun, 
There, is all the stars; and every star, again, is all the stars and sun. 
While some one manner of being is dominant in each, all are mir- 
rored in every other. 

Movement There is pure (as self-caused), for the moving principle 
is not a separate thing to complicate it as it speeds. 
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So, too, Repose is not troubled, for there is no admixture of the 
unstable; and the Beauty is all beauty since it is not resident in what 
is not beautiful. Each There walks upon no alien soil; its place is its es- 
sential self; and, as each moves, so to speak, towards what is Above, it 
is attended by the very ground from which it starts: there is no dis- 
tinguishing between the Being and the Place; all is Intellect, the Prin- 
ciple and the ground on which it stands, alike. Thus we might think 
that our visible sky (the ground or place of the stars), lit as it 1s, pro- 
duces the light which reaches us from it, though of course this is really 
produced by the stars (as it were, by the Principles of light alone, not 
also by the ground as the analogy would require). 

In our realm all is part rising from part and nothing can be more 
than partial; but There each being is an eternal product of a whole 
and is at once a whole and an individual manifesting as part but, to 
the keen vision There, known for the whole it is. _ 

The myth of Lynceus seeing into the very deeps of the earth tells 
us of those eyes in the divine. No weariness overtakes this vision which 
yet brings no such satiety as would call for its ending; for there never 
was a void to be filled so that, with the fullness and the attainment of 
purpose, the sense of sufficiency be induced: nor is there any such 
incongruity within the divine that one Being There could be repul- 
sive to another: and of course all There are unchangeable. This ab- 
sence of satisfaction means only a satisfaction leading to no distaste 
for that which produces it; to see is to look the more, since for them 
to continue in the contemplation of an infinite self and of infinite 
objects is but to acquiesce in the bidding of their nature. 

Life, pure, is never a burden; how then could there be weariness 
There where the living is most noble? That very life is wisdom, not a 
wisdom built up by reasonings but complete from the beginning, 
suffering no lack which could set it inquiring, a wisdom primal, un- 
borrowed, not something added to the Being, but its very essence. 
No wisdom, thus, is greater; this is the authentic knowing, assessor to 
the divine Intellect as projected into manifestation simultaneously 
with it; thus, in the symbolic saying, Justice is assessor to Zeus. 

(Perfect wisdom:) for all the Principles of this order, dwelling 
There, are as it were visible images projected from themselves, so that 
all becomes an object of contemplation to contemplators immeas- 
urably blessed. The greatness and power of the wisdom There we 
may know from this, that it embraces all the real Beings, and has 
made all and all follow it, and yet that it is itself those beings, which 
sprang into being with it, so that all is one and the essence There is 
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wisdom. If we have failed to understand, it is that we have thought 
of knowledge as a mass of theorems and an accumulation of proposi- 
tions, though that is false even for our sciences of the sense-realm. 
But in case this should be questioned, we may leave our own sci- 
ences for the present, and deal with the knowing in the Supreme at 
which Plato glances where he speaks of ‘that knowledge which is not 
a stranger in something strange to it’—though in what sense, he leaves 
us to examine and declare, if we boast ourselves worthy of the discus- 
sion. ‘This is probably our best starting-point. 


5- All that comes to be, work of nature or of craft, some wisdom has 
made: everywhere a wisdom presides at a making. 

No doubt the wisdom of the artist may be the guide of the work; 
it is sufficient explanation of the wisdom exhibited in the arts; but 
the artist himself goes back, after all, to that wisdom in Nature which 
is embodied in himself; and this is not a wisdom built up of the- 
orems but one totality, not a wisdom consisting of manifold detail co- 
ordinated into a unity but rather a unity working out into detail. 

Now, if we could think of this as the primal wisdom, we need look 
no further, since, at that, we have discovered a principle which is 
neither a derivative nor a ‘stranger in something strange to it.’ But 
if we are told that, while this Reason-Principle is in Nature, yet Na- 
ture itself is its source, we ask how Nature came to possess it; and, if 
Nature derived it from some other source, we ask what that other 
source may be; if, on the contrary, the principle is self-sprung, we 
need look no further: but if (as we assume) we are referred to the In- 
tellectual-Principle we must make clear whether the Intellectual- 
Principle engendered the wisdom: if we learn that it did, we ask 
whence: if from itself, then inevitably it is itself Wisdom. 

The true Wisdom, then (found to be identical with the 
Intellectual-Principle), is Real Being; and Real Being is Wisdom; it 
is wisdom that gives value to Real Being; and Being is Real in virtue 
of its origin in wisdom. It follows that all forms of existence not pos- 
sessing wisdom are, indeed, Beings in right of the wisdom which went 
to their forming, but as not in themselves possessing it, are not Real 
Beings. 

We cannot, therefore, think that the divine Beings of that sphere, 
or the other supremely blessed There, need look to our apparatus of 
science: all of that realm (the very Beings themselves), all is noble 
image, such images as we may conceive to lie within the soul of the 
wise—but There not as inscription but as authentic existence. The an- 
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cients had this in mind when they declared the Ideas (Forms) to be 
Beings, Essentials. 


6. Similarly, as it seems to me, the wise of Egypt—whether in precise 
knowledge or by a prompting of nature—indicated the truth where, 
in their effort towards philosophical statement, they left aside the 
writing-forms that take in the detail of words and sentences—those 
characters that represent sounds and convey the propositions of rea- 
soning—and drew pictures instead, engraving in the temple-inscrip- 
tions a separate image for every separate item: thus they exhibited 
the absence of discursiveness in the Intellectual Realm. 

For each manifestation of knowledge and wisdom is a distinct image, 
an object in itself, an immediate unity, not an aggregate of discursive 
reasoning and detailed willing. Later from this wisdom in unity there 
appears, in another form of being, an image, already less compact, 
which announces the original in terms of discourse and seeks the 
causes by which things are such that the wonder rises how a gen- 
erated world can be so excellent. 

For, one who knows must declare his wonder that this Wisdom, 
while not itself containing the causes by which Being exists and takes 
such excellence, yet imparts them to the entities produced in Being’s 
realm. This excellence, whose necessity is scarcely or not at all mani- 
fest to search, exists, if we could but find it out, before all searching 
and reasoning. 

What I say may be considered in one chief thing, and thence ap- 
plied to all the particular entities: 


7. Consider the universe: we are agreed that its existence and its 
nature come to it from beyond itself; ate we, now, to imagine that its 
maker first thought it out in detail—the earth, and its necessary situa- 
tion in the middle; water and, again, its position as lying upon the 
earth; all the other elements and objects up to the sky in due place 
and order; living beings with their appropriate forms as we know 
them, their inner organs and their outer limbs—and that having 
thus appointed every item beforehand, he then set about the execu- 
tion? 

Such designing was not even possible; how could the plan for a 
universe come to one that had never looked outward? Nor could he 
work on material gathered from elsewhere as our craftsmen do, using 
hands and tools; feet and hands are of the later order. 

One way, only, remains: all things must exist in something else; of 
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that prior—since there is no obstacle, all being continuous within 
the realm of reality—there has suddenly appeared a sign, an image, 
whether given forth directly or through the ministry of soul or of 
some phase of soul, matters nothing for the moment: thus the entire 
ageregate of existence springs from the divine world, in greater 
beauty There because There unmingled but mingled here. 

From the beginning to end all is gripped by the Forms of the Intel- 
lectual Realm: Matter itself is held by the Ideas of the elements and 
to these Ideas are added other Ideas and others again, so that it is 
hard to work down to crude Matter beneath all that sheathing of Idea. 
Indeed since Matter itself is, in its degree, an [dea—the lowest—all 
this universe is Idea and there is nothing that is not Idea as the arche- 
type was. And all is made silently, since nothing had part in the mak- 
ing but Being and Idea—a further reason why creation went without 
toil. The Exemplar was the Idea of an All and so an All must come 
into being. 

Thus nothing stood in the way of the Idea, and even now it dom- 
inates, despite all the clash of things: the creation is not hindered on 
its way even now; it stands firm in virtue of being All. To me, more- 
over, it seems that if we ourselves were archetypes, Ideas, veritable 
Being, and the Idea with which we construct here were our veritable 
Essence, then our creative power, too, would toillessly effect its pur- 
pose: as man now stands, he does not produce in his work a true image 
of himself: become man, he has ceased to be the All; ceasing to be 
man—we read—‘he soars aloft and administers the Cosmos entire’; 
restored to the All he is maker of the All. 

But—to our immediate purpose—it is possible to give a reason why 
the earth is set in the midst and why it is round and why the ecliptic 
runs precisely as it does, but, looking to the creating principle, we 
cannot say that because this was the way therefore things were so 
planned: we can say only that because the Exemplar is what it 1s, 
therefore the things of this world are good; the causing principle, we 
might put it, reached the conclusion before all formal reasoning and 
not from any premises, not by sequence or plan but before either, 
since all of that order, is later, all reason, demonstration, persuasion. 

Since there is a Source, all the created must spring from it and 
in accordance with it; and we are rightly told not to go seeking the 
causes impelling a Source to produce, especially when this is the per- 
fectly sufficient Source and identical with the Term: a Source which 
is Source and Term must be the All-Unity, complete in itself. 
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8. This then is Beauty primally; it is entire and omnipresent as 
an entirety; and therefore in none of its parts or members lacking in 
beauty; beautiful thus beyond denial. Certainly it cannot be anything 
(be, for example, Beauty) without being wholly that thing; it can be 
nothing which it is to possess partially or in which it utterly fails (and 
therefore it must entirely be Beauty entire). 

If this principle were not beautiful, what other could be? Its prior 
does not deign to be beautiful; that which is the first to manifest itself 
—Form and object of vision to the intellect—cannot but be lovely to 
see. It is to indicate this that Plato, drawing on something well within 
our observation, represents the Creator as approving the work he has 
achieved: the intention is to make us feel the lovable beauty of the 
archetype and of the Divine Idea; for to admire a representation is to 
admire the original upon which it was made. 

It is not surprising if we fail to recognize what is passing within us: 
lovers, and those in general that admire beauty here, do not stay to 
reflect that it is to be traced, as of course it must be, to the 
Beauty There. That the admiration of the Demiurge is to be referred 
to the Ideal Exemplar is deliberately made evident by the rest of the 
passage: ‘He admired; and determined to bring the work into still 
closer likeness with the Exemplar’: he makes us feel the magnificent 
beauty of the Exemplar by telling us that the Beauty sprung from this 
world is, itself, a copy from That. 

And indeed if the divine did not exist, the transcendently beautiful, 
in a beauty beyond all thought, what could be lovelier than the things 
we see? Certainly no reproach can tightly be brought against this 
world save only that it is not That. 


9. Let us, then, make a mental picture of our universe: each member 
shall remain what it is, distinctly apart;.yet all is to form, as far as pos- 
sible, a complete unity so that whatever comes into view, say the outer 
orb of the heavens, shall bring immediately with it the vision, on the 
one plane, of the sun and of all the stars with earth and sea and all liv- 
ing things as if exhibited upon a transparent globe. 

Bring this vision actually before your sight, so that there shall be 
in your mind the gleaming representation of a sphere, a picture hold- 
ing all the things of the universe moving or in repose or (as in reality) 
some at rest, some in motion. Keep this sphere before you, and from 
it imagine another, a sphere stripped of magnitude and of spatial dif- 
ferences; cast out your inborn sense of Matter, taking care not merely 
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to attenuate it: call on God, maker of the sphere whose image you 
now hold, and pray Him to enter. And may He come bringing His 
own Universe with all the gods that dwell in it—He who is the one 
God and all the gods, where each is all, blending into a unity, distinct 
in powers but all one god in virtue of that one divine power of many 
facets. 

More truly, this is the one God who is all the gods; for, in the com- 
ing to be of all those, this, the one, has suffered no diminishing. He 
and all have one existence, while each again is distinct. It is distinction 
by state without interval: there is no outward form to set one here and 
another there and to prevent any from being an entire identity; yet 
there is no sharing of parts from one to another. Nor is each of those 
divine wholes a power in fragment, a power totalling to the sum of 
the measurable segments: the divine is one all-power, reaching out to 
infinity, powerful to infinity: and so great is God that his very mem- 
bers are infinites. What place can be named to which He does not 
reach? 

Great, too, is this firmament of ours and all the powers constellated 
within it, but it would be greater still, unspeakably, but that there 1s 
inbound in it something of the petty power of body; no doubt the 
powers of fire and other bodily substances might themselves be 
thought very great, but in fact, it is through their failure in the true 
power that we see them burning, destroying, wearing things away, and 
slaving towards the production of life; they destroy because they are 
themselves in process of destruction, and they produce because they 
belong to the realm of the produced. 

The power in that other world has merely Being and Beauty of 
Being. Beauty without Being could not be, nor Being voided of 
beauty: abandoned of Beauty, Being loses something of its essence. 
Being is desirable because it is identical with Beauty; and Beauty 1s 
loved because it is Being. How then can we debate which is the cause 
of the other, where the nature is one? The very figment of Be- 
ing needs some imposed image of Beauty to make it passable, and 
even to ensure its existence; it exists to the degree in which it has 
taken some share in the beauty of Idea; and the more deeply it has 
drawn on this, the less imperfect it is, precisely because the nature 
which is essentially the beautiful has entered into it the more inti- 
mately. 


10. This is why Zeus, although the oldest of the gods and their sov- 
ereign, advances first (in the Phaedrus myth) towards that vision, fol- 
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lowed by gods and demigods and such souls as are of strength to see. 
That Being appears before them from some unseen place and rising 
loftily over them pours its light upon all things, so that all gleams in 
its radiance; it upholds some beings, and they see; the lower are daz- 
zled and turn away, unfit to gaze upon that sun, the trouble falling 
the more heavily on those most remote. 

Of those looking upon that Being and its content, and able to see, 
all take something but not all the same vision always: intently gazing, 
one sees the fount and principle of Justice, another is filled with the 
sight of Moral Wisdom, the original of that quality as found, some- 
times at least, among men, copied by them in their degree from the 
divine virtue which, covering all the expanse, so to speak, of the Intel- 
lectual-Realm is seen, last attainment of all, by those who have known 
already many splendid visions. 

The gods see, each singly and all as one. So, too, the souls; they see 
all There in right of being sprung, themselves, of that universe and 
therefore including all from beginning to end and having their exist- 
ence There if only by that phase which belongs inherently to the Di- 
vine, though often too they are There entire, those of them that have 
not incurred separation. 

This vision Zeus takes and it is for such of us, also, as share his love 
and appropriate our part in the Beauty There, the final object of all 
seeing, the entire beauty upon all things; for all There sheds radiance, 
and floods those that have found their way thither so that they too 
become beautiful; thus it will often happen that men climbing heights 
where the soil has taken a yellow glow will themselves appear so, bor- 
rowing colour from the place on which they move. The colour flower- 
ing on that other height we speak of is Beauty; or rather all There is 
light and beauty, through and through, for the beauty is no mere 
bloom upon the surface. 

To those that do not see entire, the immediate impression is alone 
taken into account; but those drunken with this wine, filled with the 
nectar, all their soul penetrated by this beauty, cannot remain mere 
gazers: no longer is there a spectator outside gazing on an out- 
side spectacle; the clear-eyed hold the vision within themselves, 
though, for the most part, they have no idea that it is within but look 
towards it as to something beyond them and see it as an object of vi- 
sion caught by a direction of the will. 

All that one sees as a spectacle is still external; one must bring the 
vision within and see no longer in that mode of separation but as we 
know ourselves; thus a man filled with a god—possessed by Apollo or 
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by one of the Muses—need no longer look outside for his vision of 
the divine being; it is but finding the strength to see divinity within. 


11. Similarly any one, unable to see himself, but possessed by that 
God, has but to bring that divine-within before his consciousness and 
at once he sees an image of himself, himself lifted to a better beauty: 
now let him ignore that image, lovely though it is, and sink into a per- 
fect self identity, no such separation remaining; at once he forms a 
multiple unity with the God silently present; in the degree of 
his power and will, the two become one; should he turn back to the 
former duality, still he is pure and remains very near to the God; he 
has but to look again and the same presence is there. 

This conversion brings gain: at the first stage, that of separation, a 
man is aware of self; but retreating inwards, he becomes possessor of 
all; he puts sense away behind him in dread of the separated life and 
becomes one in the Divine; if he plans to see in separation, he sets 
himself outside. 

The novice must hold himself constantly under some image of the 
Divine Being and seek in the light of a clear conception; knowing 
thus, in a deep conviction, whither he is going into what a sublimity 
he penetrates—he must give himself forthwith to the inner and, radi- 
ant with the Divine Intellections (with which he is now one), be no 
longer the seer, but, as that place has made him, the seen. 

Still, we will be told, one cannot be in beauty and yet fail to see it. 
The very contrary: to see the divine as something external is to be out- 
side of it; to become it is to be most truly in beauty: since sight deals 
with the external, there can here be no vision unless in the sense of 
identification with the object. 

And this identification amounts to a self-knowing, a self-conscious- 
ness guarded by the fear of losing the self in the desire of a too wide 
awareness. 

It must be remembered that sensations of the ugly and evil impress 
us more violently than those of what is agreeable and yet leave less 
knowledge as the residue of the shock: sickness makes the rougher 
mark, but health, tranquilly present, explains itself better; it takes the 
first place, it is the natural thing, it belongs to our being; illness is al- 
ien, unnatural, and thus makes itself felt by its very incongruity, while 
the other conditions are native and we take no notice. Such being 
our nature, we are most completely aware of ourselves when we are 
most completely identified with the object of our knowledge. 
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This is why in that other sphere, when we are deepest in that knowl- 
edge by intellection, we ate aware of none; we are expecting some 
impression on sense, which has nothing to report since it has seen 
nothing and never could in that order see anything. The unbelieving 
element is sense; it is the other, the Intellectual-Principle, that sees; 
and if this too doubted, it could not even credit its own existence, 
for it can never stand away and with bodily eyes apprehend itself as 
a visible object. 


12, We have told how this vision is to be procured, whether by the 
mode of separation or in identity: now, seen in either way, what does 
it give to rcport? 

The vision has been of God in travail of a beautiful offspring, God 
engendering a universe within himself in a painless labour and—te- 
joiced in what he has brought into being, proud of his children—keep- 
ing all closely by Him, for the pleasure He has in his radiance and in 
theirs. 

Of this offspring—all beautiful, but most beautiful those that have 
remained within—only one has become manifest without; from him 
(Zeus, sovran over the visible universe), the youngest born, we may 
gather, as from some image, the greatness of the Father and of the 
Brothers that remain within the Father's house. 

Still the manifested God cannot think that he has come forth in 
vain from the father; for through him another universe has arisen, 
beautiful as the image of beauty, and it could not be lawful that 
Beauty and Being should fail of a beautiful image. 

This second Cosmos at every point copies the archetype: it has life 
and being in copy, and has beauty as springing from that diviner 
world. In its character of image it holds, too, that divine perpetuity 
without which it would only at times be truly representative and 
sometimes fail like a construction of art; for every image whose exist- 
ence lies in the nature of things must stand during the entire exist- 
ence of the archetype. 

Hence it is false to put an end to the visible sphere as long as the In- 
tellectual endures, or to found it upon a decision taken by its maker 
at some given moment. 

That teaching shirks the penetration of such a makingas is here in- 
volved: it fails to see that as long as the Supreme is radiant there can 
be no failing of its sequel but, that existing, all exists. And—since the 
necessity of conveying our meaning compels such terms—the Su- 
preme has existed for ever and for ever wiil exist. 
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13. The God fettered (as in the Kronos Myth) to an unchanging 
identity leaves the ordering of this universe to his son(to Zeus), for it 
could not be in his character to neglect his rule within the di- 
vine sphere, and, as though sated with the Authentic-Beauty, seek a 
lordship too recent and too poor for his might. Ignoring this lower 
world, Kronos (Intellectual-Principle) claims for himself his own 
father (Ouranos, the Absolute, or One) with all the upward-tending 
between them: and he counts all that tends to the inferior, beginning 
from his son (Zeus, the All-Soul), as ranking beneath him. Thus he 
holds a mid-position determined on the one side by the differentiation 
implied in the severance from the very highest and, on the other, by 
that which keeps him apart from the link between himself and the 
lower: he stands between a greater father and an inferior son. But 
since that father is too lofty to be thought of under the name of 
Beauty, the second God remains the primally beautiful. 

Soul also has beauty, but is less beautiful than Intellect as being 
its image and therefore, though beautiful in nature, taking increase 
of beauty by looking to that original. Since then the All-Soul—to use 
the more familiar term—since Aphrodite herself is so beautiful, what 
name can we give to that other? If Soul is so lovely in its own night, 
of what quality must that prior be? And since its being is de- 
rived, what must that power be from which the Soul takes the double 
beauty, the borrowed and the inherent? 

We ourselves possess beauty when we are true to our own being; our 
ugliness is in going over to another order; our self-knowledge, that 1s 
to say, is our beauty; in self-ignorance we are ugly. 

Thus beauty is of the Divine and comes Thence only. 

Do these considerations suffice to a clear understanding of the In- 
tellectual Sphere or must we make yet another attempt by another 
toad? 


ENNEAD VI 


Seventh Tractate 


MULTIPLICITY OF THE IDEAL-FORMS 


31. But since the beauty and light in all come from That which is 
before all, it is Thence that Intellectual-Principle took the brilliance of 
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the Intellectual Energy which flashed Nature (Soul?) into being; 
Thence soul took power towards life, in virtue of that fuller life 
streaming into it. Intellectual-Principle was raised thus to that Su- 
preme and remains with it, happy in that presence. Soul too, that soul 
which as possessing knowledge and vision was capable, clung to what 
it saw; and as its vision so its rapture; it saw and was stricken; but hav- 
ing in itself something of that principle it felt its kinship and was 
moved to longing like those stirred by the image of the beloved to de- 
sire of the veritable presence. Lovers here mould themselves to the 
beloved; they seek to increase their attraction of person and their 
likeness of mind; they are unwilling to fall short in moral quality or in 
other graces lest they be distasteful to those possessing such merit— 
and only among such can true love be. In the same way the soul loves 
the Supreme Good, from its very beginnings stirred by it to love. The 
soul which has never strayed from this love waits for no reminding 
from the beauty of our world: holding that love—perhaps unawares— 
it is ever in quest, and, in its longing to be borne Thither, passes over 
what is lovely here and with one glance at the beauty of the universe 
dismisses all; for it sees that all is put together of flesh and Matter, be- 
fouled by its housing, made fragmentary by corporal extension, not 
the Authentic Beauty which could never venture into the mud of 
body to be soiled, annulled. 

By only noting the flux of things it knows at once that from else- 
where comes the beauty that floats upon them and so it is urged 
Thither, passionate in pursuit of what it loves: never—unless someone 
robs it of that love—never giving up till it attain. 

There indeed all it saw was beautiful and veritable; it grew in 
strength by being thus filled with the life of the True; itself becoming 
veritable Being and attaining veritable knowledge, it enters by that 
neighbouring into conscious possession of what it has long been seek- 


ing. 


32. Where, then? where exists the author of this beauty and life, the 
begetter of the veritable? 

You see the splendour over all the manifold Forms or Ideas; well 
might we linger here: but amid all these things of beauty we cannot 
but ask whence they come and whence the beauty. This source can be 
none of the beautiful objects; were it so, it too would be a mere part. It 
can be no shape, no power, nor the total of powers and shapes that 
have had the becoming that has set them here; it must stand above all 
the powers, all the patterns. The origin of all this must be the formless 
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—formless not as lacking shape but as the very source of even shape 
Intellectual. 

In the realm of process anything coming to be must come to be 
something; to every thing its distinctive shape: but what shape can 
that have which no one has shaped? It can be none of existing things; 
yet it is all: none, in that beings are later; all, as the wellspring from 
which they flow. That which can make all can have, itself, no exten- 
sion; it must be limitless and so without magnitude; magnitude itself 
is of the Later and cannot be an element in that which is to bring it 
into being. The greatness of the Authentic cannot be a greatness of 
quantity; all extension must belong to the subsequent: the Supreme 
is great in the sense only that there can be nothing mightier, nothing 
to equal it, nothing with anything in common with it: how then could 
anything be equal to any part of its content? Its eternity and universal 
reach entail neither measure nor measurelessness; given either, how 
could it be the measure of things? So with shape: granted beauty, the 
absence of shape or form to be grasped is but enhancement of desire 
and love; the love will be limitless as the object is, an infinite love. 

Its beauty, too, will be unique, a beauty above beauty: it cannot be 
beauty since it is not a thing among things. It is lovable and the au- 
thor of beauty; as the power to all beautiful shape, it will be the ulti- 
mate of beauty, that which brings all loveliness to be; it begets beauty 
and makes it yet more beautiful by the excess of beauty streaming 
from itself, the source and height of beauty. As the source of beauty it 
makes beautiful whatsoever springs from it. And this conferred beauty 
is not itself in shape; the thing that comes to be is without shape, 
though in another sense shaped; what is denoted by shape is, in itself, 
an attribute of something else, shapeless at first. Not the beauty but its 
participant takes the shape. 


33. When therefore we name beauty, all such shape must be dis- 
missed; nothing visible is to be conceived, or at once we descend from 
beauty to what but bears the name in virtue of some faint participa- 
tion. ‘This formless Form is beautiful as Form, beautiful in proportion 
as we strip away all shape, even that given in thought to mark differ- 
ence, as for instance the difference between Justice and Sophrosyny, 
beautiful in their difference. 

The Intellectual-Principle is the less for seeing things as distinct, 
even in its act of grasping in unity the multiple content of its Intel- 
lectual realm; in its knowing of the particular it possesses itself of one 
Intellectual shape; but, even thus, in this dealing with variety as unity, 
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it leaves us still with the question how we are to envisage that which 
stands beyond this all-lovely, beyond this principle at once multiple 
and above multiplicity, the Supreme for which the soul hungers 
though unable to tell why such a being should stir its longing—reason, 
however, urging that This at last is the Authentic Term because the 
Nature best and most to be loved may be found there only where 
there is no least touch of Form. Bring something under Form and 
present it so before the mind; immediately we ask what Beyond im- 
posed that shape; reason answers that while there exists the giver hav- 
ing shape to give—a giver that is shape, idea, an entirely measured 
thing—yet this is not alone, is not adequate in itself, is not beautiful 
in its own right but is a mingled thing. Shape and idea and measure 
will always be beautiful, but the Authentic Beauty, or rather the 
Beyond-Beauty, cannot be under measure and therefore cannot have 
admitted shape or be Idea: the primal Beauty, The First, must be 
without Form; the beauty of that higher realm must be, simply, the 
Nature of the Intellectual Good. 

Take an example from love: so long as the attention is upon the 
visible form, love has not entered: when from that outward form the 
lover elaborates within himself, in his own partless soul, an immaterial 
image, then it is that love is born, then the lover longs for the sight of 
the beloved to make that fading image live again. If he could but 
learn to look elsewhere, to the more nearly formless, his longing 
would be for that: his first experience was loving a great luminary by 
way of some thin gleam from it. 

Shape is an impress from the unshaped; it is the unshaped that pro- 
duces shape, not shape the unshaped; and Matter is needed for the 
producing; Matter, in the nature of things, is the furthest away, since 
of itself it has not even the lowest degree of shape. ‘Thus lovableness 
does not belong to Matter but to that which draws upon Form: the 
Form upon Matter comes by way of soul; soul is more nearly Form and 
therefore more lovable; Intellectual-Principle, nearer still, is even 
more to be loved: by these steps we are led to know that the primary 
nature of Beauty must be formless. 
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ENNEAD III 


Eighth Tractate 


NATURE, CONTEMPLATION, 
AND THE ONE 


3. But if this Reason-Principle (Nature) is in act—and produces by 
the process indicated—how can it have any part in Contemplation? 

To begin with, since in all its production it is stationary and intact, 
a Reason-Principle self-indwelling, it is in its own nature a Contem- 
plative act. All doing must be guided by an Idea, and will therefore be 
distinct from that Idea: the Reason-Principle then, as accompanying 
and guiding the work, will be distinct from the work; not being ac- 
tion but Reason-Principle it is, necessarily, Contemplation. Taking 
the Reason-Principle, the Logos, in all its phases, the lowest and last 
springs from a mental act (in the higher Logos) and is itself a con- 
templation, though only in the sense of being contemplated (i.e. of 
being object and not subject), but above it stands the total Logos 
with its two distinguishable phases, first, that identified not as Nature 
but as All-Soul and, next, that operating in Nature and being itself 
the Nature-Principle. 

And does this Reason-Principle, Nature, spring from a contempla- 
tion? 

Wholly and solely. 

From self-contemplation, then? Or what are we to think? It derives 
from a Contemplation and some contemplating Being; how are we to 
suppose it to have Contemplation itself? 

The Contemplation springing from the reasoning faculty—that, I 
mean, of planning its own content—it does not possess. 

But why not, since it is a phase of Life, a Reason-Principle, and a 
creative Power? 

Because to plan for a thing is to lack it: Nature does not lack; it 
creates because it possesses. Its creative act is simply its possession of 
its own characteristic Essence; now its Essence, since it 1s a Reason- 
Principle, is to be at once an act of contemplation and an object of 
contemplation. In other words, the Nature-Principle produces by vir- 
tue of being an act of contemplation, an object of contemplation, 
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and a Reason-Principle; on this triple character depends its creative 
efficacy. 

Thus the act of production is seen to be in Nature an act of contem- 
plation, for creation is the outcome of a contemplation which never 
becomes anything else, which never does anything else, but creates by 
simply being a contemplation. 


4. And Nature, asked why it brings forth its works, might answer if 
it cared to listen and to speak: 


‘It would have been more becoming to put no question but to 
learn in silence just as I myself am silent and make no habit of 
talking. And what is your lesson? This; that whatsoever comes 
into being is my vision, seen in my silence, the vision that be- 
longs to my character who, sprung from vision, am vision-loving 
and create vision by the vision-seeing faculty within me. The 
mathematicians from their vision draw their figures: but J] draw 
nothing: I gaze and the figures of the material world take being 
as if they fell from my contemplation, As with my Mother (the 
All-Soul) and the Beings that begot me so it is with me: they 
are born of a Contemplation and my birth is from them, not by 
their Act but by their Being; they are the loftier Reason-Princi- 
ples, they contemplate themselves and I am born.’ 


Now what does this tell us? 

It tells: that what we know as Nature is a Soul, offspring of a yet 
earlier Soul of more powerful life; that it possesses, therefore, in its re- 
pose, a vision within itself; that it has no tendency upward nor even 
downward but is at peace, steadfast, in its own Essence; that, in this 
immutability accompanied by what may be called Self-Consciousness, 
it possesses—within the measure of its possibility—a knowledge of the 
realm of subsequent things perceived in virtue of that understanding 
and consciousness; and, achieving thus a resplendent and delicious 
spectacle, has no further aim. 

Of course, while it may be convenient to speak of ‘understanding’ 
or ‘perception’ in the Nature-Principle, this is not in the full sense ap- 
plicable to other beings; we are applying to sleep a word borrowed 
from the wake. 

For the Vision on which Nature broods, inactive, is a self-intuition, 
a spectacle laid before it by virtue of its unaccompanied self-concen- 
tration and by the fact that in itself it belongs to the order of intuition. 
It is a Vision silent but somewhat blurred, for there exists another, a 
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clearer, of which Nature is the image: hence all that Nature produces 
is weak; the weaker act of intuition produces the weaker object. 

In the same way, human beings, when weak on the side of contem- 
plation, find in action their trace of vision and of reason: their spirit- 
ual feebleness unfits them for contemplation; they are left with a void, 
because they cannot adequately seize the vision; yet they long for it; 
they are hurried into action as their way to the vision which they can- 
not attain by intellection. They act from the desire of seeing their ac- 
tion, and of making it visible and sensible to others when the result 
shall prove fairly well equal to the plan. Everywhere, doing and mak- 
ing will be found to be either an attenuation or a complement of vi- 
sion—attenuation if the doer was aiming only at the thing done; 
complement if he is to possess something nobler to gaze upon than 
the mere work produced. 

Given the power to contemplate the Authentic, who would run, of 
choice, after its image? 

The relation of action to contemplation is indicated in the way 
duller children, inapt to study and speculation, take to crafts and 
manual labour. 


eee ¢ @ 


AUGUSTINE 


When one turns to St. Augustine after reading in the classical 
tradition of philosophy of art one is struck by the radical shift 
which has taken place in the foundation of art evaluation. 
Where Plato and Aristotle approach art from a political and 
metaphysical point of view, where the question of truth ts deter- 
mined by reference to the polis and a doctrine of Being, Augus- 
tine begins his analysis from the foundation of faith, the faith of 
Christianity. Scripture, not philosophy, is the arbiter. The pro- 
duction and consumption of art are matters of interest to the 
church. For Plato they were of interest to the city administration. 
The degree to which the artist may be said to be a knower ts es- 
tablished by reference to the doctrines of the Christian religion. 
The Christian thinker faces the same problems as the pagun: 
What is the function and purpose of art? How are we to under- 
stand artistic creativity? How can the subject matter of art be 
evaluated? But he seeks answers in a different direction: What 
do Scripture and tradition teach us? What is the relation of God 
to the world? What are the ways of knowing God’s design? 
What is the mission of the church? In order to answer these 
questions, Augustine had to resolve difficult conflicts. His trea- 
tises are remarkable for their unremitting efforts to satisfy the 
demands of faith and to do justice to the natural gratifications of 
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art. Four basic conflicts, the resolutions of which give him the 
answers he secks, are: 1) pagan vs. Christian; 2) Nature vs. art; 
3) imitation vs. symbol; 4) creation vs. begetting. 

The immediate sensuous gratification of art remains a problem 
even when conflicts are resolved, for though the Divine order and 
harmony are reflected in nature and to some extent in art, per- 
ceptual objects tie the senses down to earthly things and prevent 
the mind from contemplating what is eternal and unchanging. 
Art and the beauties of nature have their place in the ascent to 
God, but better guides for the soul’s return are to be found 
in objects which do not require the use of sight. Those hu- 
man arts which participate least in the sensible are the best mir- 
rors of Divine order. Thus music, Augustine believes, is a higher 
art than painting. But better than music as a teacher are the 
words of Scripture. In the Bible we find statements about God 
and His works, and these words are especially adapted to the 
powers of human comprehension. Yet to understand requires a 
method, for Christian interpretation must not read the figure in 
the literal sense alone; the mind must transcend the mere tmage. 
Augustine not only discussed the methods for interpreting Scrip- 
ture, but provided extended interpretations of a great many 
books of the Bible. (See De Doctrina Christiana, De Utilitate 
Credendi.) 

Therefore, according to Augustine, Scripture properly inter- 
preted provides the most direct knowledge of Divine purpose 
and order, but the arts of music and painting can make their 
contribution toward our understanding, too. It is the direct de- 
liverances of art that interest Augustine far more than any adorn- 
ment or glorification of places of worship that it can provide. 
This latter use of art in relation to the church develops in East- 
ern Christianity several centuries after Augustine and brings with 
it the iconoclastic controversy. For Augustine this issue is only a 
possibility realized in his exhortations against pagan idolatry. As 
long as art agrees with the truths of faith and reflects the har- 
mony of God’s creative power it has a justification. 

The fullest exploitation to which art is properly subject ts in 
the manifestation of Beauty. In fact, Augustine’s philosophy of 
art is more properly a philosophy of Beauty, developing out of 
the Neoplatonic tradition, for human making when subject to 
the Divine Will can participate in what Augustine calls “num- 
ber.” The term “number” (numerus) has several meanings for 
Augustine: 1) mathematical proportion; 2) rhythmic organiza- 
tion; 3) fittingness of parts (in both the elements of an object 
and the faculties of the human soul); 4) the Divine, 1.e., the 


AUGUSTINE [173 


plenitude, unity, law, and beauty of God. Further, the nature of 
number is apprehended by man through an experience at first 
physical (felt number or rhythm), then intellectual (the num- 
ber of thought and memory), and finally innate number (the 
judgment of the soul by means of a harmony bestowed upon it 
by God). Augustine’s clearest statement of this metaphysics of 
Beauty is to be found in De Musica. 


DE ORDINE 
Chapter Eleven 


30. Reason is a mental operation capable of distinguishing and con- 
necting the things that are learned. But only a rare class of men ts 
capable of using it as a guide to the knowledge of God or of the soul; 
either of the soul within us or of the world-soul. And this is due to 
nothing else than the fact that for anyone who has advanced towards 
objects of sense, it is dificult to return to himself. Wherefore, al- 
though men strive to act entirely with reason in those things which are 
liable to deceive, yet only a very few know what reason is, or what its 
qualities are. This seems strange, but that is how the matter stands. 
For the present, however, it is enough to have said that much; for 
even if I should wish to expound the matter to you as it should be un- 
derstood, my incompetence would be equaled by my arrogance if I 
should profess that I myself have grasped it already. Nevertheless, in- 
sofar as it has deigned to reveal itself in the things that appear familiar 
to you, let us now examine it to the best of our ability, in accordance 
with the demands of the discussion we have undertaken. 


31. And first of all, let us see in what connection this word which 1s 
ca}led reason, is wont to be used. Of particular interest to us ought to 
be the fact that man has been defined thus by the ancient philoso- 
phers: Man is an animal, rational and mortal. In this definition, when 
the genus which is called animal, has been given, then we notice 
that two distinguishing notes are added. And by those distinguishing 
notes, man, I believe, was to be admonished both whither he is to re- 
turn and what he ought to flee; for just as the soul’s forward move- 
ment has fallen down to the things that are mortal, so ought its return 
be to reason. By the term, rational, it is distinguished from God. 
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Therefore, unless it holds fast to the rational element, it will be a 
beast; and unless it turns aside from the mortal element, it will not 
be divine. 

But because very learned men are wont to distinguish keenly and 
ingeniously between the rational [rationale] and the reasonable [ra- 
tionabile], such distinction is by no means to be ignored in view of 
what we have undertaken. They designate as rational, whatever uses 
reason or possesses the faculty of reasoning; but whatever has been 
done or spoken according to reason, that they call reasonable. Accord- 
ingly, we could call these baths or our discourse reasonable; but him 
who constructed the baths, or ourselves who are now discoursing, we 
could term rational. Reason, then proceeds from a rational soul into 
reasonable things which are done or spoken. 


32. I see therefore two things wherein the faculty and power of rea- 
son can even be brought before the senses. Namely, the works of 
man which are seen and his words which are heard. In each case the 
mind uses a twin messenger, the ocular and the auricular, according 
to the needs of the body. Thus when we behold something formed 
with well-fitting parts, not absurdly do we say that it appears reason- 
ably [fashioned]. In like manner, when we hear a melody harmonize 
well, we do not hesitate to say that it sounds reasonably [harmo- 
nized]. But anyone would be laughed at if he should say that some- 
thing smells reasonably or tastes reasonably or is reasonably tender, 
unless perchance in those things which for some purpose have been 
contrived by men so to smell or taste or glow, or anything else. For 
instance, if someone, considering the reason why it was done, should 
say that a place whence serpents are put to flight by pungent odors, 
emits smells reasonably; or that a potion which a physician has pre- 
pared, is reasonably bitter or sweet; or that the bath which he ordered 
regulated for a sickly person, is reasonably warm or tepid. But no one, 
entering a garden and lifting a rose to his nose, would venture to say: 
“How reasonably sweet it smells!” No, not even if a physician should 
order him to smell it—indeed in that case, it is said to have been pre- 
scribed or offered reasonably, but not to smiell reasonably—and still 
not, because that odor is a natural one. And even though food be sea- 
soned by a cook, we still may say that it is reasonably seasoned. But in 
accordance with accepted usage, it is not said to taste reasonably 
whenever without any extrinsic cause it satisfies a momentary craving. 
But if he to whom a physician has given a potion should be asked why 
he ought to think it sweet, then something else is implied as the rea- 


AUGUSTINE /175 


son for his thinking so, namely, the nature of his illness, which is not 
in the sense but is otherwise present in the body. On the other hand, if 
one is licking something because he is incited by the stimulus of the 
palate—if he should be asked why it is sweet, and if he should reply: 
“Because it is pleasant” or “Because I like it,” no one will call it rea- 
sonably sweet unless perhaps its delight is necessary for something, 
and what he is chewing has been sweetened for that very purpose. 


33. In so far as we have been able to investigate, we now detect cer- 
tain traces of reason in the senses; and with regard to sight and hear- 
ing, we find it in pleasure itself. Other senses, however, usually demand 
this attribute, not because of the pleasure they afford, but on account 
of something else; for a purposeful act is the characteristic of a rational 
animal. With regard to the eyes, that is usually called beautiful, in 
which the harmony of parts is wont to be called reasonable; and with 
regard to the ears, when we say that a harmony is reasonable and that 
a thythmic poem is reasonably composed, we properly call it sweet. 
But we are not wont to pronounce it reasonable, when the color in 
beautiful objects allures us or when a vibrant chord sounds pure and 
liquid, so to speak. We must therefore acknowledge that in the pleas- 
ure of those senses, what pertains to reason is that in which there is a 
certain rhythmic measure. 


34. Wherefore, considering carefully the parts of this very building, 
we cannot but be displeased because we see one doorway towards the 
side and another situated almost, but not exactly, in the middle. In 
things constructed, a proportion of parts that is faulty, without any 
compelling necessity, unquestionably seems to inflict, as it were, a 
kind of injury upon one’s gaze. But the fact that three windows inside, 
one in the middle and two at the sides, pour light at equal intervals on 
the bathing place—how much that delights and enraptures us as we 
gaze attentively, is a thing already manifest, and need not be shown 
to you in many words. In their own terminology, architects themselves 
call this design; and they say that parts unsymmetrically placed, are 
without design. 

This is very general; it pervades all the arts and creations of man. 
Who indeed does not see that in songs—and we likewise say that in 
them there is a sweetness that pertains to the ears—rhythm is the 
producer of all this sweetness? But when an actor is dancing, although 
a certain rhythmic movement of his limbs may indeed afford delight 
by that same rhythm, yet, since to the attentive spectators all his ges- 
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tures are signs of things, the dance itself is called reasonable, because 
it aptly signifies and exhibits something over and above the delight of 
the senses. And even if he should represent a winged Venus and a 
cloaked Cupid, how skillfully so ever he may depict it by a wonder- 
ful movement and posture of the body, he does not seem to offend the 
eyes; but through the eyes he would offend the mind, to which those 
signs of things are exhibited. The eyes would be offended if the move- 
ments were not graceful; for that pertains to the sense, in which the 
soul perceives delight precisely because it is united with the body. 

Therefore delight of the sense is one thing; delight through the 
sense is something else. Graceful movement delights the sense; but 
the timely import of the movement delights the mind alone through 
the sense. This is more easily noticed in the case of hearing: whatever 
has a pleasing sound, that it is which pleases and entices the hearing 
itself; but what is really signified by that sound, that is what is borne 
to the mind, though by the messenger of our hearing. And so when 
we hear these lines: 


Why do the suns in the winter rapidly sink in the ocean? What 
is the hindrance that holds back late-coming nights in the sum- 
mer? 1 


our praise of the meter is one thing, but our praise of the meaning is 
something else. Neither is it in the same sense of the term that we say: 
“It sounds reasonably” and “It is spoken reasonably.” 


Chapter Twelve 


35. There are then three classes of things in which that “something 
reasonable” is to be seen. One is in actions directed towards an end; 
the second, in discourse; the third, in pleasure. The first admonishes 
us to do nothing without purpose; the second, to teach correctly; the 
last, to find delight in contemplation. The first deals with right living; 
the other two, with those branches of learning which we are now con- 
sidering. Now that which is rational in us, that which uses reason and 
either produces or seeks after the things that are reasonable—since by 
a certain natural bond it was held fast in the fellowship of those with 
whom it possessed reason as a common heritage, and since men could 
not be most firmly associated unless they conversed and thus poured, 
so to speak, their minds and thoughts back and forth to one another— 
saw that names, or meaningful sounds, had to be assigned to things, 
so that men might use the sense almost as an interpreter to link them 


1 [Vergil, Georgics, II, 480-482.] 
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together, inasmuch as they could not perceive one another's minds. 
But they could not hear the words of those not present. Therefore 
reason, having carefully noted and discriminated all the sounds of the 
mouth and tongue, invented letters. But it could have done neither 
of these, if the vast number of things seemed to extend endlessly with- 
out any fixed limit. Therefore the great utility of enumerating was 
brought to mind by its very necessity. And when these two discovenes 
had been made, then arose the profession of copyists and calculators 
—the infancy of grammar, so to speak, which Varro calls literatio. 
What it ts called in Greek, I do not recall just now. 


36. When reason had gone further, it noticed that of those oral 
sounds which we used in speaking and which it had already desig- 
nated by letters, there were some which by a varied modulation of the 
parted lips flowed clear and pure from the throat without any friction; 
that others acquired a certain kind of sound from the diversified pres- 
sure of the lips; and that there were still other sounds, which could 
not issue forth unless they were conjoined with these. Accordingly, it 
denominated the letters in the order of their exposition: vowels, semi- 
vowels, and mutes. In the next place, it took account of syllables. 
Then words were grouped into eight classes and forms; and their en- 
tire evolvement, purity, and articulation were skillfully and minutely 
differentiated. And then furthermore, not unmindful of numbers and 
measure, it directed the mind to the different morae of vocal 
sounds and syllables; and thereby it discovered that of the time- 
intervals through which the long and the short syllables were extended, 
some were double and other were simple. It noted these points as well, 
and reduced them to fixed rules. 


37. The science of grammar could now have been complete. But 
since by its very name it proclaims that it knows letters—indeed on 
this account it is called “Literature” in Latin—it came to pass that 
whatever was committed to letters as worth remembering, necessarily 
pertained to it. And in this way history—whose name is one, but 
whose subject matter is undefined and many-sided, and which is filled 
more with cares than with enjoyment or truth, and more burdensome 
to grammarians than to the historians themselves—was added to this 
science. Who indeed would tolerate the imputing of ignorance to a 
man who has not heard that Daedalus flew, and not the imputing of 
mendacity to the man who invented the fable, folly to anyone who 
believed it, and impudence to him who questions anyone about it? Or 
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the case in which I always feel great pity for those of our household 
who are accused of ignorance if they cannot answer what the name of 
the mother of Euryalus was, since they, in turn, would not dare to call 
their questioners vain, absurd, or unduly inquisitive? 


Chapter Thirteen 


38. And when the science of grammar had been perfected and sys- 
tematized, reason was then reminded to search out and consider the 
very power by which it produced art; for by definition, division, and 
synthesis, it not only had made it orderly and syntactical, but had also 
guarded it against every subtle encroachment of error. How therefore 
would it pass on to other discoveries, unless it first classified, noted, 
and arranged its own resources—its tools and machines, so to speak— 
and bring into being that discipline of disciplines which they call 
dialectics? This science teaches both how to teach and how to learn. 
In it, reason itself exhibits itself, and reveals its own nature, its desires, 
its powers. It knows what knowledge is; and by itself, it not only 
wishes to make men learned, but also can make them so. Yet, because 
in the pursuit of the things which are rightly commended as useful and 
upright, unwise men generally follow their own feelings and habits 
rather than the very marrow of truth—which indeed only a very excep- 
tional mind beholds—it behooved that they be not only taught to the 
extent of their ability, but also frequently and strongly aroused as to 
their emotions. To the portion of itself which would accomplish this 
—a portion more replete with lack than with enlightenment, its lap 
heaped high with charms which it would scatter to the crowd so that 
the crowd might deign to be influenced for its own good—to this por- 
tion, it gave the name of rhetoric. And so the part which is called 
reasonable in discourse, has been advanced to this point by the liberal 
arts and disciplines. 


Chapter Fourteen 


39. From this point, reason wished to be straightway transported to 
the most blessed contemplation of things divine. But, lest it fall from 
on high, it sought steps of ascent, and it devised an orderly path for 
itself through the slopes it had already won. It longed for a beauty 
which it alone could by itself behold without these eyes of ours; but 
it was impeded by the senses. Therefore it turned its gaze slightly to- 
wards those senses; for they, shouting with noisy importunity that 
they possessed truth, kept calling it back when it fain would hasten to 
other things. And it began with the ears, because they claimed as their 
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own the very words from which it had fashioned grammar, dialectic, 
and rhetoric. But reason, being endowed with the keenest powers of 
discernment, quickly saw what difference there was between sound 
itself and that of which it was a symbol. It saw that to the jurisdiction 
of the ears pertained nothing more than sound, and that this was 
threefold: sound in the utterance of an animate being, or sound in 
what breath produces in musical instruments, or sound in what is 
given forth by percussion, It saw that to the first class pertained actors 
of tragedy and comedy or stageplayers of this kind, and in fact all who 
give vocal renditions; that the second class was restricted to flutes and 
similar instruments; and that to the third class were attributed the 
cithara, the lyre, cymbals, and everything that would be tonal on be- 
ing struck. 


40. Reason saw, however, that this material was of very little value, 
unless the sounds were arranged in a fixed measure of time and in 
modulated variation of high and low pitch. It realized that it was from 
this source that those elements came which it had called feet and ac- 
cents when, in grammar, it was treating of syllables with diligent 
consideration. And because in words themselves it was easy to notice 
the syllabic longs and shorts, interspersed with almost equal frequency 
in a discourse, reason endeavored to arrange and conjoin them into 
definite series. And at first it followed the sense of hearing itself in this, 
and superimposed measured link-units, which it called segments and 
members. And lest the series of feet be carried further than its discern- 
ment could continue, it set a limit at which reversion to the beginning 
should be made: and precisely on this account, called it verse. But 
whatever was not restricted by a definite limit, and yet ran according 
to methodically arranged feet—that, it designated by the term 
rhythm; and in Latin this can be called nothing other than number. 
And thus poets were begotten of reason, And when it saw in them 
great achievements, not in sound alone, but in words also and reali- 
ties, it honored them to the utmost, and gave them license for what- 
ever reasonable fictions they might desire. And yet, because they took 
their origin from the first of the liberal disciplines, it permitted gram- 
marians to be their critics. 


41. Reason understood, therefore, that in this fourth step of ascent— 
whether in particular rhythm or in modulation in general—numenric 
proportions held sway and produced the finished product. With the 
utmost diligence it investigated as to what their nature might be; and, 
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chiefly because by their aid it had elaborated all the aforesaid develop- 
ments, it concluded that they were divine and eternal. And from then 
onwards, it most reluctantly endured their splendor and serenity to be 
clouded by the material stuff of vocal utterances. And because what- 
ever the mind is able to see is always present and is acknowledged to 
be immortal, numeric proportions seemed to be of this nature. But be- 
cause sound is something sensible, it flows away into the past and is 
imprinted on the memory. By a reasonable fiction it was fabled that 
the Muses were the daughters of Jupiter and Memory. Now with rea- 
son bestowing its favor on the poets, need it be asked what the off- 
spring likewise contained? And since this branch of learning partakes 
as well of sense as of the intellect, it received the name of music. 


Chapter Fifteen 


42. From this stage, reason advanced to the province of the eyes. 
And scanning the earth and the heavens, it realized that nothing 
pleased it but beauty; and in beauty, design; and in design, dimen- 
sions; and in dimensions, number. And it asked itself whether any 
line or curve or any other form or shape in that realm was of such kind 
as intelligence comprehended. It found that they were far inferior; 
and that nothing which the eyes beheld, could in any way be com- 
pared with what the mind discerned. These distinct and separate 
realities, it also reduced to a branch of learning, and called it geometry. 

The movement of the heavens also aroused and invited reason to 
consider it diligently. And there, too, on account of the most constant 
alternations of the seasons, as well as the fixed and unerring courses of 
the stars and the regulated spacing of distance, it understood that 
nothing other than dimension and number held sway. Linking these 
also into an orderly whole by definition and division, it gave rise to 
astrology—a great subject for the God-fearing, but a torment for the 
curious. 


43. In all these branches of study, therefore, all things were being 
presented to reason as numerically proportioned. And they were all 
the more clearly visible in those dimensions which reason, by reflec- 
tion and contemplation, beheld as most true; but it used to recall 
rather the shadows and vestiges of those dimensions in the things that 
are perceived by the senses. Then reason gained much courage and 
preconceived a great achievement: it ventured to prove the soul im- 
mortal. It treated diligently of all things. It came to feel that it pos- 
sessed great power, and that it owed all its power to numerical pro- 
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portions. Something wondrous urged it on. And it began to suspect 
that it itself was perhaps the very number by which all things are num- 
bered; or if not, that this number was there whither it was striving to 
arrive. And he of whom Alypius made mention when we were treat- 
ing of the Skeptics, grasped with all his might—as if Proteus were 
in his hands—this number which would be the discloser of universal 
truth. But false images of the things which we number, drift away 
from that most hidden something by which we enumerate, snatch 
our attention to themselves, and frequently make that hidden some- 
thing slip away even when it has been already in our grasp. 


Chapter Sixteen 


44. Ifa man does not yield to these images, and if he reduces to a 
simple, true and certain unity all the things that are scattered far and 
wide throughout so many branches of study, then he is most deserving 
of the attribute learned, Then, without being rash, he can search after 
things divine—not merely as truths to be believed, but also as matters 
to be contemplated, understood, and retained. But whoever is still a 
slave to his passions or is keenly desirous of perishable goods, or, even 
though he flee from these and live a virtuous life, yet if he does not 
know what pure nothing is, what formless matter is, what a lifeless in- 
formed being is, what a body is, what species in a body is, what place 
and time are, what in a place and at a time signify, what local motion 
is, what non-local motion is, what stable motion is, what eternity is, 
what it is to be neither in a place nor nowhere, what is beyond time 
and forever, what it is to be nowhere and nowhere not to be, what it 
is to be never and never not to be—anyone who does not know these 
matters, and yet wishes to question and dispute about even his own 
soul—let alone investigating about the Most High God, Who is better 
known by knowing what He is not—such a one will fall into every 
possible error. 

But then, whoever has grasped the meaning of simple and intelligi- 
ble numbers, will readily understand these matters. Furthermore, any- 
one of good talents and leisure—through the privilege of age or any 
kind of good fortune—if he be eagerly devoted to study and if he fol- 
low the above-mentioned order of studies in so far as is required, will 
certainly comprehend such numbers. But since all the liberal arts are 
learned partly for practical use and partly for the knowledge and con- 
templation of things, to attain the use of them is very difficult except 
for some very gifted person who from very boyhood has earnestly 
and constantly applied himself. 
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Chapter Eighteen 


47. And lest anyone think that we have embraced something very 
extensive, I say this plainly and in a few words: that no one ought to 
aspire to a knowledge of those matters without that twofold science, 
so to speak,—the science of right reasoning and that of the power of 
numbers. And if anyone thinks that this is indeed a great deal, let him 
master either numbers alone or only dialectics. But if even this seems 
limitless, let him merely get a thorough understanding of what unity 
in numbers is, and what its import is—not yet in that supreme law and 
order of all things—but in the things that we think and do here and 
there every day. The science of philosophy has already adopted this 
learning, and has discovered in it nothing more than what unity 1s, 
but in a manner far more profound and sublime. 

To philosophy pertains a twofold question: the first treats of the 
soul; the second, of God. The first makes us know ourselves; the sec- 
ond, to know our origin. The former is the more delightful to us; the 
latter, more precious. The former makes us fit for a happy life; the lat- 
ter renders us happy. The first is for beginners; the latter, for the well 
instructed. This is the order of wisdom’s branches of study by which 
one becomes competent to grasp the order of things and to discern 
two worlds and the very Author of the universe, of Whom the soul 
has no knowledge save to know how it knows Him not. 


48. The soul therefore, holding fast to this order, and now devoted 
to philosophy, at first introspects itself; and—as soon as that mode of 
learning has persuaded it that reason either is the soul itself or belongs 
to it, and that there is in reason nothing more excellent or dominant 
than numbers, or that reason is nothing else than number—solilo- 
quizes thus: “By some kind of inner and hidden activity of mine, I am 
able to analyze and synthesize the things that ought to be learned; 
and this faculty of mine is called reason.” As a matter of fact, what 
ought to be analyzed except what is reputed to have unity, but either 
has no unity whatever or has less of it than it is believed to have? And 
likewise, why must something be synthesized, unless in order that it 
become one, im so far as it is capable? Therefore, both in analyzing 
and in synthesizing, it is oneness that I seek, it is oneness that I love. 
But when I analyze, I seek a homogeneous unit; and when I synthe- 
size, I look for an integral unit. In the former case, foreign elements 
are avoided; in the latter, proper elements are conjoined to form some- 
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thing united and perfect. In order that a stone be a stone, all its parts 
and its entire nature have been consolidated into one. What about a 
tree? Is it not true that it would not be a tree if it were not one? What 
about the members and entrails of any animate being, or any of its 
component parts? Of a certainty, if they undergo a severance of unity, 
it will no longer be an animal. And what else do friends strive for, but 
to be one? And the more they are one, so much the more are they 
friends. A population forms a city, and dissension is full of danger for 
it: to dissent [dis-sentire]|—what is that, but to think diversely? An 
army is made up of many soldiers. And is not any multitude so 
much the less easily defeated in proportion as it is the more closely 
united? In fact, the joining is itself called a coin, a co-union, as it were. 
What about every kind of love? Does it not wish to become one with 
what it is loving? And if it reaches its object, does it not become one 
with it? Carnal pleasure affords such ardent delight for no other rea- 
son than because the bodies of lovers are brought into union. Why is 
sorrow distressful? Because it tries to rend what used to be one. There- 
fore it is troublesome and dangerous to become one with what can 
be separated. 


Chapter Nineteen 


49. Out of several pieces of material hitherto lying around in scat- 
tered fashion and then assembled into one design, I can make a house. 
If indeed I am the maker and it is made, then I am the more excellent; 
and the more excellent precisely because I am the maker. There is no 
doubt but that I am on that account more excellent than a house. 
But not on that account am I more excellent than a swallow or a 
small bee; for skilfully does the one build nests, and the other con- 
struct honeycombs, I am, however, more excellent than they, because 
J am a rational creature. 

Now if reason is found in calculated measurements, does it follow 
that the work of birds is not accurately and aptly measured? Nay, it is 
most accurately and aptly proportioned, Therefore, it is not by mak- 
ing well measured things, but by grasping the nature of numbers, that 
I am the more excellent. What then? Have the birds been able to 
build carefully constructed nests without knowing it? Assuredly, they 
have. How is this shown? By the fact that we, too, accommodate the 
tongue to the teeth and palate by fixed measurements, so that letters 
and words rush forth from the mouth; and when we are speaking, we 
are not thinking of the oral movement by which we ought to do that. 
Moreover, what good singer, even though he be unskilled in the art 
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of music, would not, by that same natural sense, keep in his singing 
both the rhythm and the melody known by memory? And what can 
become more subject to measure than this? The uninstructed man has 
no knowledge of it. Nevertheless, he does it by nature’s doing. But 
why is man superior to brute animals, and why is he to be ranked 
above them? Because he understands what he does. Nothing else 
ranks me above the brute animal except the fact that I am a rational 
animal. 


50. Then how is it that reason is immortal, and I am defined as some- 
thing both rational and mortal at the same time? Perhaps reason is not 
immortal? But one to two, or two to four, is a ratio in the truest sense. 
That ratio was no truer yesterday than today, nor will it be truer to- 
morrow or a year hence. Even if the whole world should fall in ruins, 
that ratio will always necessarily be: it will always be such as it is now. 
Contrariwise, what the world has today, it did not have yesterday and 
it will not have it tomorrow. In fact, not even for the course of an 
hour during this very day has it had the sun in the same position. And 
so, since nothing in it is permanent, it does not have anything in the 
same way for even the shortest interval of time. 

Therefore, if reason is immortal, and if I who analyze and synthe- 
size all those things, am reason, then that by which I am called mortal 
is not mine. Or if the soul is not the same as reason, and | nevertheless 
use reason, and if through reason I am superior, then we ought to take 
flight from the lesser good to the greater, from the mortal to the im- 
mortal. The well instructed soul tells itself all this and more besides, 
and ponders over them. But I prefer to attend to them no further now, 
lest, while I am longing to teach you order, I myself should exceed 
moderation, the parent of order. Indeed, it is not by faith alone, but 
by trustworthy reason, that the soul leads itself little by little to most 
virtuous habits and the perfect life. For to the soul that diligently con- 
siders the nature and the power of numbers, it will appear manifestly 
unfitting and most deplorable that it should write a rhythmic line and 
play the harp by virtue of this knowledge, and that its life and very self 
—which is the soul—should nevertheless follow a crooked path and, 
under the domination of lust, be out of tune by the clangor of shame- 
ful vices. 


51. But when the soul has properly adjusted and disposed itself, and 
has rendered itself harmonious and beautiful, then will it venture to 
see God, the very source of all truth and the very Father of Truth. O 
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great God, What kind of eyes shall those be! How pure! How beauti- 
ful! How powerful! How constant! How serene! How blessed! And 
what is that which they can see! What is it? I ask. What should we 
surmise? What should we believe? What should we say? Everyday 
expressions present themselves, but they have been rendered sordid 
by things of least worth. I shall say no more, except that to us Is 
promised a vision of beauty—the beauty of whose imitation all 
other things are beautiful, and by comparison with which all other 
things are unsightly. Whosoever will have glimpsed this beauty 
—and he will see it, who lives well, prays well, studies well—how will 
it ever trouble him why one man, desiring to have children, has them 
not, while another man casts out his own offspring as being unduly 
numerous; why one man hates children before they are born, and 
another man loves them after birth; or how it is not absurd that noth- 
ing will come to pass which is not with God—and therefore it is inevi- 
table that all things come into being in accordance with order—and 
nevertheless God is not petitioned in vain? 

Finally, how will any burdens, dangers, scorns, or smiles of fortune 
disturb a just man? In this world of sense, it is indeed necessary to ex- 
amine carefully what time and place are, so that what delights in a por- 
tion of place or time, may be understood to be far less beautiful than 
the whole of which it is a portion. And furthermore, it is clear to a 
learned man that what displeases in a portion, displeases for no other 
reason than because the whole with which that portion harmonizes 
wonderfully, is not seen; but that in the intelligible world, every part 
is as beautiful and perfect as the whole. 

These matters will be discussed at greater length if, as I earnestly 
advise and hope, your zeal will have decided to follow either that order 
mentioned by us or perhaps another order more concise and appropri- 
ate—but at any rate, a right order—and will have seriously and con- 
sistently held it. 


DE MUSICA 


BOOK VI 


We must not hate what is below us, but rather with God’s help x.29 
put it in its right place, setting in right order what is below us, our- 
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selves, and what is above us, and not being offended by the lower, 
but delighting only in the higher. “The soul is weighed in the 
balance by what delights her”, delectatio quippe pondus est ant- 
mae. Delight or enjoyment sets the soul in her ordered place. 
“Where your treasure is, there will your heart be also” (Matth. 62"). 
Where the delight is, there is the treasure; where the heart is, there 
issthe blessedness or misery. The higher things are those in which 
equality resides, supreme, unshaken, unchangeable, eternal; where 
there is no time, because no mutability; whence, in imitation of 
eternity, times in our world are made, ordered, and modified, as 
long as the circling sky continually returns to its place of starting, 


recalling thither the heavenly bodies too, with the days, months, 


years, periods of five years, lustra, and other cycles of time which 
are marked by the stars, according to the laws of equality, unity, 
and order. So earthly things are subject to heavenly things, seeming 
to associate the cycles of their own durations in rhythmic succes- 
sion with the song of the great whole, universitatis. 

In this array there are many things which to us appear out of 
order and confused, because we have been attached, assuti [nearly 
all MSS assueti], to their order, their station in existence, accord- 
ing to our own limited merits, not knowing the glorious plan 
which Divine Providence has in operation, gerat, concerning us. 
It is as if some one were put to stand like a statue in a corner of a 
fine, large house, and found that, being a part of it himself, he 
could not perceive the beauty of the structure, fabrica. A soldier 
on the battlefield cannot see the dispositions of the whole army. If 
syllables in a poem had life and perception for just as long as their 
sounds lasted, the rhythmicality and beauty of the whole intricately 
inwoven work could not give them pleasure. They could not re- 
view and approve the whole poem, which is built of their own 
transient selves. God made sinful man ugly; but it was not an 
ugly act to make him so. Man became ugly by his own wish. He 
lost the whole, which, in obedience to God’s laws, he once pos- 
sessed, and was given his place in part of it, since he is unwilling to 
practise, agere, the law, and therefore is governed by the law in- 
stead. Lawful acts are just, and just acts are not essentially ugly. 
Even in our bad deeds there are good works of God. Man, as man, 
is good. Adultery is bad. But from adultery, a bad act of man, is 
born a man, a good act of God. 

To return, those rhythms excel by virtue of the beauty of reason, 
which, if we were cut off from them altogether when we incline 
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towards the body, would cease to govern the Progressive Rhythm 
perceptible to sense, and to create perceptible beauties of temporal 
durations by bodily movement. Occursive Rhythm is also thus 
created, when it goes to meet Sonant Rhythm [sic—but the term 
Corporeal Rhythm has been substituted for Sonant Rhythm]. It 
is the same psyche which receives all these impulses, which are in 
fact its own, multiplying them in some sense within itself, and 
making them capable of being remembered. This particular power 
of the psyche is called memory, and it is an instrument of great 
assistance in the busy activities of human life, magnum, quod- 
dam adiutorium in huius vitae negotiosissimis actibus. 

Whatever things are retained by memory from movements of the 
psyche performed in response to the body’s affects, passiones, are 
called in Greek phantasies, gavracia:, for which there is no satis- 
factory equivalent in Latin. To treat these phantasies as things 
ascertained and tinderstood, pro cognitis atque pro perceptis, is to 
live the life of mere opinion, opinabilis vita est, the life that is 
set at the very point where error has entry, introitu. For such phan- 
tasies, moving within the psyche, a seething welter at the mercy of 
diverse and contradictory blasts from the wind of attention, inten- 
tionis, come into mutual contact and from one another procreate 
new movements within the psyche, which are no longer things de- 
livered by impressions from, de, the senses, resulting from impacts 
delivered by bodily affects, ex occursionibus passionum corporis 
impressi de sensibus, and retained afterwards by the psyche, but 
are now rather the images of images, imaginum imagines, to which 
the conventional name of phantasms has been given, quae phan- 
tasmata dici placuit. | think differently about my father whom I 
have seen and about my grandfather whom I have never seen. My 
thought of my father comes from memory, but my thought of my 
grandfather comes from mental movements arising out of other 
mental movements which are contained in memory. Their origin 
is hard to discover and to explain. I think that, if I had never seen 
any human bodies, I could not iniagine, figurare, them. Whatever 
I make out of anything which I have seen, I make by means of 
memory. There is a difference between finding a phantasy in mem- 
ory and making a phantasm from, de, memory. The power, uis, of 
the psyche can do all of this. But it is the greatest error to mistake 
even trué phantasms for ascertained facts; though there is, quam- 
guam sit, in both these classes of being something which we can 
without absurdity say that we know, that is, either something 
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which we have perceived, or else something of which we can form 
a mental image, imaginari. I am not rash to assert that I had a 
father and a grandfather, but it would be utter insanity if I ven- 
tured to say, dementissime dixerim, that they were the very men 
whom my mind, animus, holds, either in phantasy or in a phan- 
tasm. There are people who follow their phantasms in headlong 
haste; and indeed we can say that the universal cause of false 
opinion is the mistake of regarding phantasies or phantasms as true 
facts ascertained by sense-perception, per sensum. We should, of 
course, resist them; we must not accommodate to them our mental 
activity, mens, wrongly thinking that, just because there is, dum 
est, an element of thought in them, therefore it is by our under- 
standing, intelligentia, that we apprehend them. 

But, if rhythm of this sort, occurring in a soul, anima, aban- 
doned to temporal things, has a beauty within the limitations of its 
own kind, even though it is only transiently that it stimulates that 
soul, gudmquam eam transeundo actitent, why would Divine 
Providence regard this kind of beauty with jealous disapproval, 
inuideat? This kind of beauty is formed out of, de, our penal 
mortality, which, by a law of God, a law most just, we have fully 
deserved. But he has not so forsaken us that we cannot be recalled 
from carnal delight, and quickly retrace our way, recurrere, for 
His pity stretches out its hand. Carnal delight powerfully fixes in 
the memory all that it derives from our treacherous senses. ‘This 
intimacy, consuetudo, between our souls and the flesh, the result 
of carnal affection, is called the flesh in the Divine Scriptures. ‘The 
flesh wrestles with the mental part of us, mens, and so the Apostle 
could say, cum iam dici potest apostolicum illud, “With the mind I 
myself serve the law of God; but with the flesh the law of sin” 
(Rom. 7 25), But when the mental part of us is uplifted to attach- 
ment to spiritual things, the impulse of this intimacy is broken; it 
is gradually suppressed, and then extinguished. It was stronger 
when we followed it; when we bridle it, it still has some strength, 
but it is now weaker. If we with firm steps draw back from every 
lascivious thought, in which there must always be a reduction of the 
soul’s full existence, our delight in the Rhythm of Reason is re- 
stored, and our whole life is turned to God, not now receiving 
pleasure from the body, but giving to it a rhythm of health. This 
result happens because the outer man is consumed away, and the 
man himself is transformed into something finer. 

But memory gathers, excipit, not only the carnal movements of 
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the mind, animi, that constitute the rhythm of which we have just 
spoken, but also spiritual movements, which we have now shortly 
to treat. Being simple, they have need of fewer words; but they 
have the utmost need of undisturbed mental activity, plurimum 
seuerae mentis. ‘That equality which we failed to find, fixed and 
enduring, in perceptible rhythm, but which we recognized as shad- 
owed in it while it passed us by, would nowhere have been an 
object of our mind’s aspiration, appeteret, if somewhere it had not 
become known to our mind. But it cannot have been somewhere 
in the world of space and time, locorum et temporum. Spatial 
things expand, tument; temporal things pass, praetereunt. Where 
then can it have been? Not in bodily forms, which can never be 
called truly equal to one another if they are fairly weighed by free 
judgment, liquido examine, nor in intervals of time, in which we 
never know whether something is longer or shorter in duration 
than something clse, the inequality being unobserved by our per- 
ception. Where then is that equality at which we must be looking, 
if we are so Iced to desire equality in bodily things and their move- 
ments, and yet dare not trust them, when we consider them with 
care? Presumably it is in the place which is higher and finer than 
any bodily things, ibi puto quod est corporibus excellentius; but 
whether that is in the soul, or above it, is obscure. 

Our rhythmic or metric art, which is used by makers of verses, 
comprises certain rhythmical measurements, numeri, according to 
which they make the verses. The measurements, that is, the rhythm, 
remain when the verses stop or pass. The verse or rhythm which 
passes is really manufactured, fabricari, by the rhythm which re- 
mains. The art is an active conformation, affectio, of the mind, 
animus, of the artist. This conformation is not in the mind of any 
man who is unskilled, or who has forgotten the art. Now one who 
has forgotten a rhythm can be reminded of it by questions asked 
of him. The rhythm returns to his memory, but obviously not from 
the questioner. The man who had forgotten makes movements 
within the sphere of his own mental activity, apud mentem suam, 
in response to something, and hence the forgotten thing may be 
restored, redhibeatur. Can he even be reminded of the quantities 
of syllables, which vary in their temporal duration according to the 
decree of the ancients? For if these quantities had been stable, 
securely fixed by nature or doctrine, modern scholars would not 
have been committing the errors in quantity which they do com- 
mit. We cannot say that everything forgotten can be recalled to 
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memory by questions; we could not be made by questions to re- 
member a dinner eaten a year ago, ante annum; nor could ques- 
tions recall to memory detailed quantities of syllables. The I of 
Italia, Italy, was made short ~ in the past by the wish of some in- 
dividual men, Now it is long —, I, Italia, made long by the wish of 
others. This is convention. But no one, past, present, or future, can 
by his wish make 1 + 2 anything but 3, or prevent 2 from being 
twice 1, ut duo uni non duplo respondeant. If one who has never 
learnt rhythm, that is, not one who has learnt and then forgotten 
it, is thoroughly questioned about it, and answers are elicited from 
him, then, just as arithmetical answers about 1 and 2 and the rest 
can be elicited by questions, so too the learner may learn the art of 
thythm, except the quantities of syllables, which depend on au- 
thority. The questioner does not impart anything, but the learner 
acts within himself in such a way as to understand what is asked, 
and answers. Through this mental movement rhythm is imprinted 
on his faculty of mental activity, mens, and he achieves the active 
conformation, affectio, which is called art. 

This rhythm is immutable and eternal, with no inequality pos- 
sible in it. Therefore it must come from God. The learner who 1s 
questioned moves inwardly to God to understand immutable 
truth; and unless he retains in memory the same movement which 
once he made, the learner cannot be recalled to an apprehension 
of that same immutable truth without external help. 

Presumably the learner had abandoned thoughts of that truth, 
and needed to be recalled by memory, because he was intent, 
attentus, on something else. What distracted him from thoughts of 
the supreme, immutable equality, must have been either equal in 
value, par, or higher, or lower. Obviously it must have been lower. 
[Not necessarily.] The soul admits that immutable equality exists, 
but also that it is itself lower than it, because it looks sometimes 
at this equality and sometimes at something else. Set on various 
objects, the soul performs a variety of temporal rhythms, with no 
existence, nulla est, in the realm of eternal and immutable things. 
This active conformation, affectio, by which the soul first under- 
stands what are eternal things, then realizes that temporal things 
are inferior to them even when they are in itself, and finally knows 
that the higher is more to be sought than the lower, is wisdom, 
prudentia. 

The soul has, then, the power to know eternal things as things 
to which it should cling fast, inhaerendum, but it has not at the 
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same time the power to do so. To find the reason, we must observe 
what we notice most attentively, and for what we show great care, 
for that is what we love much. We love the beautiful. True, some 
love ugly things, the “lovers of putrefaction”, in Greek campé¢edou. 
But what matters is how much more beautiful are the things 
which most people like. Clearly no one loves what disgusts the per- 
ception, that is, sheer repulsiveness, foeditas. Beautiful things 
please by proportion, numero, and here as we have shewn equality 
is not found only in sounds for the ear and in bodily movements, 
but also in visible forms, in which hitherto equality has been identi- 
fied with beauty even more customarily than in sounds. Nothing 
can be proportionate or rhythmic, numerosus, without equality, 
with pairs of equivalent members responding to each other, paria 
paribus. All that is single, singula, must have some central place, so 
that equality may be preserved in the intervals extending to the 
central individual part, ad ea, from either side, de utraque parte. 
Visible light has the presidency, principatum, over all colours, 
colour of course being a source of delight in bodily forms. And in 
all light and all colours we aspire to something which is in har- 
mony, congruit, with our eyes. We turn away from too bright a 
light, and dislike looking at what is too dark, just as we shrink from 
too loud a sound and do not like a whisper. Nothing here depends 
on intervals of time, but everything on the actual sound which is 
here the very light of the rhythm, numerorum, the sound to which 
silence is the contrary, just as darkness is the contrary to light. In 
all this we act according to our nature’s capacity, modo, seeking 
according to agreeability or rejecting according to disagreeability, 
though we perceive that what is disagreeable to us is often agree- 
able to the other animals; and we are in fact here too rejoicing in 
what is really a code, quodam iure, of equality, discovering that, in 
ways remote from our usual thinking, equivalences have yet been 
furnished to match one another, paria paribus tributa. In smell, 
taste, and touch this may equally be observed, and could easily be 
explored, but it would take too long to unravel the secret in detail, 
enucleatius persequi. Every perceptible thing which pleases us, 
pleases us by equality or similitude. Where there is equality or 
similitude, there is rhythmicality, numerositas, for nothing is so 
equal or so similar to anything as one is to one. 

All this, as we have discovered, is not passively sustained by the 
soul from physical bodies, but actively performed by the soul in 
physical bodies. Love of active performance, in reaction to the 
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affects of its own body, diverts the soul from contemplation of 
eternal things, and care for the pleasure of perception calls its at- 
tention away, auocans intentionem, This it [the love of active per- 
formance] effects by Occursive Rhythm. The love of operating in 
concern with, de, physical bodies diverts the soul and renders it 
restless, inquietam, by means of Progressive Rhythm. Further, 
both phantasies and phantasms divert the soul by means of Re- 
cordable Rhythm. Lastly, it is diverted also by a love of the 
knowledge about such things, a knowledge that is entirely vain, 
udnissimae cognitionis; and this results from Perceptive Rhythm, 
in which there are some rough and imperfect rules of art, rules 
which rejoice in mere imitation. From these pursuits is born an 
anxious curiosity, curiositas, called by the very name of anxious 
care, cura, the enemy to quiet assurance, securitas, and, through its 
vanity, incapable of truth, impos veritatis. 

The general love of activity, generalis amor actionis, which di- 
verts us from truth, starts from pride, superbia, the vice which made 
the soul prefer to imitate God rather than to serve God. Rightly it 
is written in the Holy Books, “The beginning of a man’s pride is 
to revolt, apostatare, from God”, and “The beginning of all sin is 
pride”. No statements show better what pride is than this—“Why 
is earth and ashes proud, because in his life he hath cast away his 
bowels?” (Ecclesiasticus 10°). The soul by itself is nothing, or it 
would not have been mutable, and suffered default from its own 
essence, defectum ab essentia. The whole quality of the soul’s ex- 
istence, quicquid autem illi esse est [Aristotle’s 76 ri Hy elvar abra‘[ 
is from God, and therefore, while it remains within its own order 
of being, it is enlivened, uegetatur, in mental activity and in self- 
consciousness, mente atque conscientia, by God’s presence. Such 
goodness the soul has deeply within it. To become distended with 
pride is to move towards the external and to become empty within, 
that is, to exist less and less fully, quod est minus minusque esse. 
To move away to what is outside is to sacrifice what is deeply in- 
side, and to put God far away, by a distance not of space but of 
mental condition, mentis affectu. 

Such a soul’s appetite is to have other souls subjected to it, not 
the souls of animals, pecorum, which is allowed by Divine law, but 
rational souls, the souls that are its relatives and friends and part- 
ners under the same law, id est proximas suas et sub eadem lege 
socias atque consortes. The soul has conceived the desire to behave 
concerning, de, them with pride, regarding this behaviour concern- 
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ing them as so much more excellent than behaviour concerning 
physical bodies as every soul is better than every body. But only 
God can act upon rational souls directly and not through the 
body. Yet it so transpires through our condition of sinfulness that 
souls are permitted to act concerning other souls, ut permittantur 
animae de animis aliquid agere, moving them by signals conveyed 
by the physical body of either of the souls involved, significando eas 
mouentes per alterutra corpora, either with natural gestures, as 
facial expression or a nod, or by conventional indications, placitis, 
such as words. We give orders and apply persuasion, and carry out 
all other actions by which souls act concerning, de, or with, cum, 
other souls, by means of signs. Now it follows from the code by 
which we live that whatever, in pride, desires to excel all else rules 
not even its own parts and its own body without difficulty, difficul- 
tate, and pain, partly because of stupidity within itself and partly 
because it is depressed by the weight of mortal members. By these 
rhythmical movements, by means of which souls behave in re- 
sponse to, agunt ad, one another, they are diverted, through aspi- 
ration to honours and tributes of praise, from any deep under- 
standing, perceptione, of that other truth, the truth that is pure and 
unsullied, sincera. It is only from God that a soul can win true 
honour. He can render it blessed, living in His presence in unseen 
life of righteousness and piety. 

Accordingly, the movements extruded by a soul in concern with, 
de, what clings to itself, and in concern with other souls subject to 
it, are like Progressive Rhythm, for the soul is acting as if upon its 
own body. The movements which it extrudes, in its desire to 
gather souls into its flock, aggregare, or to subject them, subdere, 
to itself, are counted among Occursive Rhythm. For the soul is 
acting virtually in the realm of the senses, straining, id moliens, to 
compel something, which is fetched to it from outside, to become 
one with itself, or alternatively, if it cannot become one with it- 
self, to repel it. Memory now gathers, excipit, both kinds of move- 
ment, and renders them recordable, that is, capable of being rec- 
ollected, as the phantasies and phantasms of past actions, in a 
seething welter. Involved with this is something which can be 
called a “Weighing Rhythm”, tamquam examinatores numeri, 
whose task is to discern which activities prove convenient to the 
active soul and which inconvenient. This rhythm we should not be 
sorry to call “Perceptive Rhythm”, sensuales numeri, for it consists 
of the perceptible indications, sensibilia signa, by means of which 
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souls behave in response to, agunt ad, other souls. When a soul is 
involved, implicata, with all these serious distractions, inten- 
tiones, it is scarcely surprising if it is diverted from the contempla- 
tion of truth, only possible for it in so far as it has respite, res- 
pirat, from them. It is not allowed to remain in the truth, because 
it has not won final victory over them, euicit. That is why the 
soul has not inherently and simultaneously both the power to 
know on what it should take its stand, consistendum, and also the 
power to do so. 

After thus considering, as well as we could, how the soul is 
tainted with defilement and weighted by its load, it remains for us 
to see that action, actio, is commanded of the soul by Divine au- 
thority, divinitus, so that through such action it may be purged and 
unburdened, and may then fly back to peace, and may enter into 
the joy of its Lord. But of course the Holy Scriptures, with the 
authority that is theirs, are all the time telling us to love God, our 
Lord, from our whole heart, our whole soul, and our whole mind, 
ex toto corde, ex tota anima, et ex tota mente, and our neighbour, 
proximum, as ourself. So there is scarcely much for us to say. If we 
were to refer all the movements of human action and all the 
thythms, which we have examined, to this great end, without doubt 
we shall be cleansed, mundabimur. Yet on the other hand the 
difficulty of practical obedience is as great as the time taken to hear 
the command is short. 

It is easy to love colours, musical sounds, uoces, cakes, roses and 
the body’s soft, smooth surface, corpora leniter mollia. In all of 
them the soul is in quest of nothing except equality and similitude, 
and even when it reflects with some thoughtfulness it scarcely de- 
tects, amid such dark shadows, the trace of it eius [the text may be 
corrupt]. If so, it must indeed be easy to love God. For when 
the soul thinks of Him, as well as it can with the wounds and the 
stains impeding its thoughts, even so it cannot believe, suspicatur, 
that in Him there is anything unequal, or unlike Himself, or di- 
vided by space, seclusum locis, or varied in time. Our soul delights 
in the construction of tall houses, and indulgence in the efforts in- 
volved, extendi, in such operations. Here, if it is the proportion, 
numeri, which is the source of pleasure, and I find nothing else 
that can be, all the equality and similitude discernible would be 
derided by the arguments of true and methodical reason, ratio dis- 
ciplinae. Why, then, does our soul slip from the truest citadel of 
equality, and then, with the mere débris which it drags from it, 
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ruinis suis, erect terrestial structures, machinas, instead? The reason 
is not the promise of Him who knows not, ignorat, to deceive, 
“For my yoke is easy” (Matth. 11 °°), Indeed, the love of this 
world is far more laborious. In this world the soul looks for per- 
manence, constantid, and eternity, but never finds them, because 
only the lowest kind of beauty can be achieved by such transience, 
and whatever there is in this world which in any decree copies, 
imitatur, permanence, is transmitted, traicitur, through, per, our 
soul by God; for an appearance, species, which is changeable only 
in time, is precedent, prior, to an appearance which is changeable 
both in time and in space. The Lord has taught the soul of men 
what they should not love. “Love not the world. . . . For all that 
is in the world, the lust of the flesh, and lust of the eyes, and the 
pride of life <is not of the Father, but is of the world>” (I John 
2 aoe) ; 

Now consider what kind of man he is, who finds a better 
method with which to meet these occurrences. A man who relates, 
not to mere pleasure, but to the preservation of his bodily self all 
such rhythms whose source is in the body and in the responses to 
the affects of the body, and who brings into use, redigit, the residue 
from such rhythms retained in the memory, and others operating 
from, de, other souls in the vicinity, or extruded in order to attach, 
adiungere, to the soul those other souls, or their residue retained 
in memory, not for its own proud ambition to excel, but for the 
advantage of those other souls themselves; and who employs that 
other rhythm, which presides, with an examiner’s control, over 
such rhythms of either kind which subsist in the transience of 
perception, not for the purpose of satisfying an unjustifiable and 
harmful curiosity, curiositas, but only for essential proof or disproof 
—such a man, surely, performs every rhythm without being en- 
trapped in their entanglements. His choice is that bodily health 
should not be obstructed, ut non impediatur, and he refers every 
action to the advantage of his neighbour, whom by the bond of 
nature he must love as himself. He would obviously be a great man 
and a great gentleman, humanissimus. 

Rhythm which does not attain the level of reason is devoid of 
beauty; and any love of the lower beauty defiles the soul. The soul 
loves not only equality but order also. It has lost its true order. But 
it still resides in the order of things where, and how, truest order 
requires it to reside. There is a difference between possessing, 
tenere, order, and being possessed, teneri, by order. The soul pos- 
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sesses order by itself, sezpsa, loving al] that is higher than itself, that 
is, in fact, God, and also the souls that are its companions, loving 
them as itself. By virtue of this love it orders, that is, sets in right 
order, all that is lower than itself, without becoming defiled. 
What defiles the soul is not evil, for even the body, though it is 
very low in the scale, is a creature of God, and is only scorned 
when it is compared with the dignity of the soul. Gold ts defiled 
even by the purest silver, if it is alloyed with it. We must not deny 
to rhythm which is concerned with our penal mortality its inclu- 
sion within the works of the Divine fabrication, for such rhythm 
is within its own kind beautiful. But we must not love such rhythm 
as if it could make us blessed. We must treat it as we would a 
plank amid the waves of the sea, not casting it away as a burden, 
but not embracing it and clinging to it as if we imagined it firmly 
fixed. We must use such rhythm well, so that eventually we may 
dispense with it. For love of our neighbour, a love as strong as, ac- 
cording to the command, it must be, is the surest step towards an 
ability to cling to God; indeed, we should not, et non, only be 
possessed by the order which He imposes, but also possess our own 
order sure. 

Even on the evidence of Perceptive Rhythm, the soul is proved 
to like order. Why else is the first foot a pyrrhic ~~, the second an 
iamb ~ -, the third a trochee — , and so on? It may be said that this 
is not a matter of intuitive perception, but of reason. Yet Percep- 
tive Rhythm has at least the credit for the equivalence by which 
eight long syllables occupy the same duration as sixteen short syl- 
lables; though it prefers a mixture, misceri exspectat, of long and 
short syllables together. Reason, in fact, judges perception. Proc- 
eleumatics ~~~ are reported by perception as equal to spon- 
dees ——. Here reason finds only a potentiality, potentia 
[Sivauts], of order. Long syllables are only long by comparison 
with short syllables, and short syllables short by comparison with 
long syllables. Iambic ~— verse, however, slowly pronounced, is 
always in ratio 1 : 2, and remains iambic ~—. But purely pyrrhic 
~~ verse, pronounced slowly enough, becomes spondaic ——, not, 
of course, according to any rule of grammar, but according to the 
requirement of music [or metre]. Dactyls -- ~ and anapaests ~~ — 
remain dactyls and anapaests, on account of the comparison be- 
tween long and short syllables which is always present, however 
long the duration, mora, in pronunciation may be. Again, at the 
ends and beginnings of sequences of feet, half-feet are added ac- 
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cording to different laws, all needing to have the same ictus, 
plausus, as the contiguous feet, and the final half-foot requiring to 
have sometimes two short svilables in place of one long syllable. 
Throughout sense-perception applies its modifications. Now here 
quantitative equality will not account for everything, for either 
choice might have been made without loss of equality. Decisions 
are enforced by the bond of right order. It would take too long to 
display here the rest of the evidence for this, which is provided by 
durations of time. So too perception, in dealing with visible forms, 
rejects some of them, for example a figure bending over too far 
or standing on its head, and so on, when there is no loss of 
equality, but there is some fault of order. In all that we perceive 
and in all that we make, we gradually get used to what at first we 
rejected. It is by order that we weave our pleasure into one. We 
only like what has a beginning harmoniously woven on to the 
middle part, and a middle part harmoniously woven on to the 
end. 

Therefore we must not place our joys in carnal pleasure, nor in 
honour and tributes of praise, nor in our thought for anything ex- 
trinsic to our body, forinsecus; for we have God within us, and 
there all that we love is fixed and changeless. Temporal things are 
with us, but we are not ourselves involved in them, and we feel 
no pain in being parted from all that is outside our bodies. Even 
our bodies themselves can be taken from us without pain, or at 
least without much pain, and restored where, by the death of their 
old nature, they may be formed anew. The concentration, atten- 
tio, of the soul, fixed on some part of the body, becomes readily in- 
volved in transactions in which is no peace, and in a devotion to 
some private operation in neglect of universal law, though even 
such an operation can never be quite estranged from the totality 
ruled by God. Thus even he who does not love the laws is still 
subjected to them. 

Now if we normally think with closest attention about immate- 
rial, changeless things, and if it happens that, at the time, we are 
performing temporal rhythm in one of the kinds of bodily move- 
ment which are ordinary and quite easy, such as walking or sing- 
ing, we may never notice the rhythm, though it depends on our 
own activity, and so, too, if we are occupied in our own vain 
phantasms, again we perform the rhythm, but do not notice it. 
Now how much more, and how much more constantly, when this 
“corruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put 
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on immortality” (I Cor. 15 58), that is, when God has revived our 
mortal bodies, as the Apostle says, “by his Spirit that dwelleth in” 
us (Rom. 811), how much more, concentrated on the One God, 
and on truth seen perspicuous, or, as we are told, “face to face”, 
shall we perceive, with joy, the rhythm by which we actuate, 
agimus, our bodies with no unpeacefulness? For we can hardly be 
expected to believe that the soul, which can derive joy from the 
things which are good through its own self only, cannot derive 
joy from the things from which its own goodness comes. 

By this action, actio, by which the soul with the help of God 
escapes from the love of the lower beauty, fighting down and kill- 
ing its own habit which is warring against it, and is destined to 
celebrate the victory in itself by conquest of the powers of the air, 
huius aeris, it flies at last to God, its stability, its firmament, when 
those opposing powers in their envy desire to hinder it. Such is the 
virtue of temperance. The soul, advancing, and feeling in anticipa- 
tion the eternal joys, and indeed almost grasping them, cannot be 
deterred by the loss of temporal things or death in any form, when 
it has strength to say, “For I am in a strait betwixt two, having a 
desire to depart, and to be with Christ; which is far better: never- 
theless to abide in the flesh is more needful for you” (Philipp. 
1 28-24) This conformation, affectio, by which the soul has no dread 
of any adversities, adversitates, or any death, is fortitude, forti- 
tudo. Its practice of order, by which it serves none but the One 
God, and desires equality only with the purest of souls, and has 
no wish to dominate anyone, but only the bestial and bodily na- 
ture, is the virtue of justice. 

We have agreed already that it is by prudence that the soul 
knows where to take its stand, consistendum. To this station it 
raises itself by temperance; that is, by turning its love to God, and 
turning away from this world, ab hoc saeculo. This love, now a 
righteous love, is called charity, caritas, and fortitude and jus- 
tice go with it. The soul now attains the goal of its loving aspira- 
tion; with a perfect sanctification and enlivenment of its body, the 
multitude of phantasms deleted from its memory, it begins ta live 
with God by God alone, when the promise divinely given has 
been fulfilled, completum. “Beloved, now are we the sons of God, 
and it does not yet appear what we shall be. But we know that, 
when he shall appear, we shall be like Him; since we shall see Him 
as He is” (I John 37). Now will these same virtues continue to 
exist in Heaven? It might seem not, since prudence, temperance, 
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fortitude, and justice all operate in adversity, in aduersis, and 
should thus hardly be needed there. 

Such a view is rational, and has been held by learned men. But 
consulting the Books, which no authority excels, I find “O taste 
and see that the Lord is good, suauis” (Ps. 34 8). The apostle Peter 
has added, interposuit. “. . . If so be ye have tasted that the Lord 
is gracious” (I Peter 2°). Here is the truth of what happens, quod 
agitur, in the operation of these virtues which purge the soul in 
conversion. The love of temporal things could only have been 
taken by storm, expugnaretur, by some sweetness, suauitas, in 
eternal things. When we find in the psalm, quod canitur, “. . . 
Therefore the children of men put their trust under the shadow of 
Thy wings. They shall be abundantly satisfied with the fatness of 
Thy house; and Thou shalt make them drink of the river of Thy 
pleasures. For with Thee is the fountain of life” (Ps. 367°), the 
writer is not now saying that the Lord will be sweet, suauis, to the 
taste, but it is clear enough how abundant is the overflow of 
the eternal fountain which he indicates, followed even by something 
like intoxication, a wonderful figure for signifying forgetfulness of 
secular vanities and phantasms. He adds, “In Thy light we shall see 
light. O continue Thy loving kindness to those who know Thee” 
(Ps. 369°). “In light”, means no doubt, scilicet, “in Christ”, Who 
is the Wisdom of God, and so is often called Light; so therefore 
when it is said, “We shall see”, and “Who know Thee . . .”, here 
obviously prudence is implied. Can the true good of the soul be 
seen and heard where there is no prudence? Prudence, therefore, 
must exist in the heavenly world. 

Next, people cannot be upright in heart without justice. The 
same Prophet [that is, “David”] writes, “And Thy righteousness 
to the upright in heart” (Ps. 36 7°). We have seen that it is by pride 
that the soul falls away to some of the actions which are within its 
power, sinking to certain acts of private individual concern in 
neglect of universal law. This is to become an apostate from God. 
To avoid a recurrence of such failure, the soul must fix its love on 
God, and live a life quite free from all defilement, in perfect 
chastity and exempt from every care. The Prophet [that is, 
“David”] further adds, “Let not the foot of pride come against me”. 
By “foot” he means our fall when we depart from God. Refrain- 
ing, the soul clings to God and lives for eternity. 

Now temperance guards against sins arising from the free will, 
and fortitude guards against temptation from without. In Scrip- 
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ture, this coercion is called “hand”. Coercion is inflicted by no one 
but sinners. Fortitude, id, in itself fortifies the soul, that this in- 
fliction may in no way, ut nullo modo, occur, and that it may be 
guarded by the strengthening power, firmamentum, of God. Forti- 
tude has stability, and offers resistance which may not be passed. 
It is indicated in “And let not the hand of the wicked remove me” 
(Ps. 3611). 

Whether that is or is not the meaning of these words, this is the 
perfection and this the blessedness in which the soul can be firmly 
secure, can see truth, suffer no unpleasant thing, et nihil molestiae 
pati, remain subject to God, and excel others. We may conclude 
that in Eternal Life there will be a place for these four virtues, 
contemplation, sanctification, serenity, impassibilitas, and good 
order, ordinatio; or, since we must not worry over names when 
there is agreement on, conueniunt, the things which they are 
meant to signify, we may say that some such virtues as these are to 
be expected. 

God has arranged that even a sinful and sorrowful soul can be 
moved by rhythm and can rightly perform it, even down to the 
lowest corruption of the flesh. So degraded, rhythm becomes less 
and less beautiful, but it must always have some beauty. God 1s 
jealous of no beauty due to the soul’s damnation, regression, or 
persistence, permansione. Number, the base of rhythm, begins 
from unity. It has beauty by equality and by similitude, and it has 
interconnection by order. All nature requires order. It seeks to be 
like itself, and it possesses its own safety and its own order, in 
spaces or in times or in bodily form, by methods of balance. We 
have to admit that in number and rhythm all, without exception 
and without limit, starting from the single origin of unity, 1s com- 
plete and secure, in a structure of equality and similitude and 
wealth of goodness, cohering from unity onwards in most inti- 
mate affection. 

Deus creator omnium has a pleasant rhythm for the ear, but the 
soul loves the sequence far more for the health and truth in it. We 
must not believe the dull wits, to use no harsher term, ut mitius 
loquar, of those who say that nothing can come from nothing, for 
God Almighty is said to have by His act disproved it. A craftsman, 
faber, operates rationally with rhythm in his art, using Percep- 
tive Rhythm in the artistic tradition, consuetudine, and, besides 
that, Progressive Rhythm, with which he makes bodily movements, 
according to intervals of time, or visible forms in wood, rhythmic 
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with intervals of space. If so, surely nature, in obedience to God, 
can in the ultimate beginning make the wood used by the crafts- 
man, and make it from nothing. Of course it can. The numerical or 
thythmic structure of a tree is spatial, and it must be preceded by a 
numerical or rhythmic structure which is temporal. All growing 
things in the vegetable world, stirpes, grow by temporal dimensions, 
and it is from some deeply abstruse numerical system in them that 
they put forth their reproductive power. Such, perhaps even more 
truly such, is the growth of physical bodies in the animal world, 
where the disposition of limbs and all else is based on rhythmic in- 
tervals and equality. Every tiny particle must be distended beyond 
the size of an indivisible point, impertili nota. They are all made 
from elements, and the elements themselves must be made from 
nothing. It cannot be supposed that they contain anything of less 
worth or lowlier than earth. But even earth has its equality of parts, 
and its length, breadth, and height. In it there is a regular progres- 
sion, analogia, which may be Latinized as “corrationality”, from 
point, impertilis nota, through length to breadth and height. All is 
due to the supreme eternal presidency of numerical rhythm, simili- 
tude, equality, and order. If this presidency of mathematical struc- 
ture is taken from earth, nothing remains. Clearly God in the be- 
ginning made earth out of nothing at all. 

The specific appearance of earth, which distinguishes it from the 
other elements, shews a kind of unity in so far as so base an ele- 
ment is capable of it. No part of it, et nulla pars, is unlike the 
whole of it. This element occupies the lowest place, which is en- 
tirely suited to its well-being, so harmoniously are its parts inter- 
connected. The nature of water is spread all over earth. Water is a 
unity, all the more beautiful and transparent on account of a yet 
greater similitude of its parts, speciosior et perlucidior propter 
maiorem similitudinem partium, on guard over its order and its 
security. Air has still greater unity and internal regularity than 
water. Finally the sky, where the totality of visible things ends, is 
the highest of all the elements, and has the greatest well-being. 
Anything which the ministry of carnal perception can count, and 
anything contained in it, cannot be furnished with, or possess, any 
numerical rhythm in space which can be estimated, unless pre- 
viously a numerical rhythm in time has preceded in silent move- 
ment. Before even that, there comes vital movement, agile 
with temporal intervals, and it modifies what it finds, serving the 
Lord of All Things. Its numerical structure is undistributed into in- 
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tervals of time; the durations are supplied by potentiality; here, be- 
yond, supra quam, even the rational and intellectual rhythm of 
blessed and saintly souls, here is the very Law of God, by which 
a leaf falls not, and for which, cui, the very hairs of our head are 
numbered; and, no nature intervening, excipientes, they transmit 
them to the law of earth, and the law below. 


Concluston 


This work has far less vigour in its style, infirmioribus litteris, than 
other books, the books on God and the Trinity, the product not 
of my poor reason, but of the purifying fire of Charity. I have pro- 
ceeded more slowly than have some holy men. Indeed I only 
dared to write the work at all, because I had observed pious men 
of the Church, men concerned with education, writing on such 
subjects in order to confute heretics. 


ts 


Marsilio 
FICINO 


One of the most influential works of the Renaissance Neoplatonic 
Humanist Marsilio Ficino is his commentary on Plato’s Sym- 
posium (1475), parts of which are presented here. The original 
title of Ficino’s work was de Amote (of love) but like Plato, he 
treats love as the power which impels one to seek the beautiful. 
This is in large part, therefore, a treatise on beauty. But it is also 
an interpretation of Plato through which we can understand the 
distinctive originality of Italian Humanism which gave a new di- 
rection to the understanding and interpretation of art. One of 
the dominant interests of the Neoplatonists was the interpreta- 
tion of the ancient texts, myths, and stories according to an 
elaborate allegorizing. To Ficino, Plato becomes richly suggestive 
when his dialogues are interpreted to bring out the concealed 
meanings. Through a re-examination of the arguments in the 
Symposium the true nature of beauty can be discovered, i.e., 
Plato can be read in the light of Plotinus and the whole, by now 
extensive, Neoplatonic tradition. 

Consistent with this tradition, Ficino envisions a universe in 
which the dominant process is creation ordered by the necessity 
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of love, that moving current of divine spirituality which travels 
from God to the world and from the world to God. Because God 
creates in beauty he must love what he creates, and each subordi- 
nate part of the created must love its superior. In this circle of 
superabundant spiritual potency the individual comes to know 
what love is and why the attainment of beauty is his highest 
realization. “Love is the desire for the fruition of beauty” is the 
way Ficino states his vision. 

The movement to intelligible beauty is by way of visible 
beauty. The latter is realized by what Ficino calls human love, 
as distinguished from the former which is realized in divine love. 
The two kinds of love are symbolized by the Celestial Venus 
and the Natural Venus who, allegorically presented, appear in 
Renaissance Italian painting. The beauty of art, in making evi- 
dent the formal properties of objects, leads from the lower to 
the higher beauty. Ficino wrote to Giovanni Cavalcanti: “The 
beauty of bodies does not consist in the shadow of material- 
ity, but in the clarity and gracefulness of form, not in the hid- 
den bulk, but in a kind of luminous harmony, not in an inert 
and stupid weight, but in a fitting number and measure. Light, 
gracefulness, proportion, number, and measure which we appre- 
hend by thought, vision, and hearing [are the beautiful]. It is 
toward these that the true ardor of the genuine lover strives.” 

Ficino, in his re-establishment of Plato’s dialogue of inquiry 
into love and beauty, sets the tone for the Renaissance evalua- 
tion of classical Greek art and thought. Like Renaissance paint- 
ing and sculpture, Renaissance philosophy of art and beauty 
proves itself to be an original rediscovery of the ancient world. 


COMMENTARY ON PLATO’S SYMPOSIUM 


First Speech 
THE ORIGIN OF LOVE OUT OF CHAOS 


Chapter III 


. . . By “Chaos” the Platonists mean the world in its formless state; 
but by “world” they mean Chaos endowed with form. For the Pla- 
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tonists, there are three worlds; therefore, there will be three Chaoses. 
First of all is God, the author of everything, who we say is the Good 
Itself. He created first the Angelic Mind, then the Soul of this World 
as Plato would have it, and last, the Body of the World. That highest 
realm we call God, not a “world,” because world means fabrication, 
composed of many, whereas that ought to be perfectly simple, and we 
affirm it to be the beginning and end of all the worlds. The first world 
made by God was the Angelic Mind. The second was the Soul of the 
Universe; the third was this whole structure which we perceive sensi- 
bly. In these three worlds there are considered to be three chaoses. 

In the beginning, God created the substance of the Angelic Mind, 
which we also call Essence. This, in the first moment of its creation, 
was formless and dark, but since it was born from God, it turned to- 
ward God, its own source, with a certain innate desire. When turned 
toward God, it was illumined by the glory of God Himself. In the 
glow of His radiance its own passion was set ablaze. When its whole 
passion was kindled, it drew close to God, and in cleaving to Him, as- 
sumed form. For God, who is omnipotent, created in the Angelic 
Mind, as it cleaved to Him, the forms of all things to be created. In 
this Mind, therefore, in some spiritual way was painted, so to speak, 
everything which we sense in these bodies [of the material world]. 
In those forms were conceived the globes of heaven and the elements, 
the stars, the kinds of vapors, the forms of stones, metals, plants, and 
animals. These Prototypes or Forms of everything conceived by the dis- 
pensation of God in the Angelic Mind are, we cannot doubt, the 
Ideas. That Form or Idea of the heavens we call the god Uranus, the 
form of the first planet we call the god Saturn, of the second Jove, and 
so on with all the rest of the planets. Likewise, the Idea of fire we call 
the god Vulcan, of the air Jupiter and Juno, of the sea Neptune, and 
of the earth Pluto. In this way all the gods are assigned to certain parts 
of the lower world; the Ideas of those parts are collected together in 
the Angelic Mind, but the drawing near of the Mind to God preceded 
the completed reception of the Ideas from God who created them. 
Before the approach came the kindling of passion, before that the il- 
lumination by the divine light, before that the first inclination of de- 
sire, and before that the substance of the disorderly Mind. It is that 
still formless substance which we mean by Chacs; that first turning to- 
ward God we call the birth of Love; the infusion of the divine light, 
the nourishing of love; the ensuing conflagration, the increment of 
love; the approach to God, the impact of love; and the giving of the 
forms, the completion of love. This composite of all the Forms and 
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Ideas we call in Latin a mundus, and in Greek, a cosmos, that is, Or- 
derliness. The attractiveness of this Orderliness is Beauty. To beauty, 
Love, as soon as it was born, drew the Mind, and led the Mind for- 
merly un-beautiful to the same Mind made beautiful. And so we may 
say that the nature of Love is this, that it attracts to beauty and links 
the un-beautiful with the beautiful. Who, therefore, will doubt that 
Love immediately followed Chaos, and preceded the world and all the 
gods who were assigned to the various parts of the world? The more 
so, since the passion of the Angelic Mind preceded its own acquisition 
of form, and in that Mind, once it had taken form, were born the 
gods and the world. And so Orpheus was right in naming Love the 
oldest of the gods, and also calling him “perfect in himself,” as much 
as to say “self-completing,” since that first instinct of the Angelic 
Mind by its own nature seems to have drawn its own completion from 
God, and to have shown that completion to the Mind, which took 
form from it, and likewise to the gods, who rose from it. 

Phaedrus also called Love “most wise,” and rightly so, for omnis- 
cience, whence all wisdom properly derives, is attributed to the An- 
gelic Mind, because the Mind (when it was turned toward God by 
Love,) glowed with the light of God Himself. The Angelic Mind was 
turned toward God in the same way in which the eye is directed to- 
ward the light of the sun. For first it looks away, then it sees only the 
light of the sun, then third, in the light of the sun it perceives the col- 
ors and shapes of things. The eye is at first blind, and, like Chaos, 
formless. When it sees the light, it loves the light and is, in turn, 
lighted up in looking at it; in receiving the glow, it receives form in 
the colors and shapes of things. 

Now in the same way that the Angelic Mind, just born and formless, 
was turned by love toward God and received from Him its form, so 
also the World-Soul turned toward the Mind and toward God, from 
whom it was born. And, although it was at first formless and a chaos, 
it was directed by love towatd the Angelic Mind, and of forms re- 
ceived from the Mind became a world; and so with the matter of this 
world, although in the beginning it lay a formless chaos without the 
omament of forms, attracted by innate love, it turned toward the Soul 
and offered itself submissively to it, and by the mediation of this love, 
it found ornament, from the Soul, of all the forms which are seen in 
this world; and thus out of a chaos was made a world. 

Therefore, there are three worlds, and also three chaoses. Finally, 
in each case, Love accompanies the chaos, precedes the world, 
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wakens the drowsy, lights the obscure, revives the dead, gives form to 
the formless, and finishes the incomplete. Certainly no greater praises 
than these can be spoken of, or even conceived. 


ON THE BENEFITS OF LOVE 


Chapter IV 


But thus far we have discussed only the origin and nobility of Love. I 
think we ought now to discuss his benefits. To refer individually to 
the separate benefits of Love to mankind is superfluous, especially 
since they can all be dealt with as a whole. The principle of them all 
is, that by avoiding evil, we pursue the good. The evil deeds of man 
are the same as his ugly deeds. Likewise, the good are the same as the 
beautiful. Certainly all the laws and codes provide nothing but in- 
struction to man himself to avoid the ugly and cleave to the beautiful. 
But this state of moral rectitude, which almost innumerable laws 
and codes after a long time and with great difficulty succeed only 
partly in bringing about, Love accomplishes in a moment. For shame 
frightens men away from evil deeds, and the desire of being superior 
summons them to good deeds. Nothing lays these two before men 
more sharply and clearly than Love. When we say Love, we mean by 
that term the desire for beauty, for this is the definition of Love 
among all philosophers. Beauty is, in fact, a certain charm which is 
found chiefly and predominantly in the harmony of several elements. 
This charm is threefold: there is a certain charm in the soul, in the 
harmony of several virtues; charm is found in material objects, in the 
harmony of several colors and lines; and likewise charm in sound is 
the best harmony of several tones. There is, therefore, this triple beauty: 
of the soul, of the body, and of sound. That of the soul is perceived by 
the mind; that of the body, by the eyes; and that of sound, by the ear 
alone. Since, therefore, the mind, the sight, and the hearing are the 
only means by which we are able to enjoy beauty, and since Love is 
the desire for enjoying beauty, Love is always limited to [the pleas- 
ures of] the mind, the eyes, and the ears. What need is there of the 
senses of smell, taste, and touch? Odors, flavors, heat, cold, softness 
hardness, and like qualities are the objects of these senses. None of 
these is human beauty, since these qualities are simple, and human 
beauty of the body requires a harmony of various parts. Love regards 
as its end the enjoyment of beauty; beauty pertains only to the mind, 
sight, and hearing, Love, therefore, is limited to these three, but desire 
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which rises from the other senses is called, not love, but lust or mad- 
ness. 

Further, if love in relation to man desires human beauty itself, and 
the beauty of the human body consists in a certain harmony; and if 
that harmony is a kind of temperance, it follows that love seeks only 
what is temperate, moderate, and decorous. Pleasures and sensations 
which are so impetuous and irrational that they jar the mind from its 
stability and unbalance a man, love does not only not desire, but hates 
and shuns, because these sensations, being so intemperate, are the 
opposites of beauty. A mad lasciviousness drags a man down to in- 
temperance and disharmony, and hence seems to attract him to ugli- 
ness, whereas love attracts to beauty. Ugliness and beauty are oppo- 
sites. The impulses, therefore, which attract to these two, seem to be 
mutually opposites. It follows that love and the desire for physical 
union are not only not identical impulses, but are proved to be op- 
posite ones. 
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Second Speech 


GOD IS GOODNESS, BEAUTY, AND JUSTICE, 
THE BEGINNING, MIDDLE, AND END 


Chapter I 


The Pythagorean philosophers believed that a trinity was the measure 
of everything, for the reason, I think, that God governs things in 
threes, and also that things themselves are defined according to a triple 
classification; hence that statement of Virgil that “God rejoices in odd 
numbers.” Certainly the great Creator first creates everything, then He 
attracts, and third He finishes. Everything also, when it is born, flows 
from that eternal source; then it flows back to the same source when it 
seeks its own origin; and finally it is finished when it has returned to 
its own source. Orpheus explained this and called Jupiter the bcgin- 
ning, the middle, and the end of the universe: the beginning inas- 
much as he produces it, the middle inasmuch as he attracts his prod- 
ucts back to himself, and the end inasmuch as he finishes the things 
that return to him. Hence we can now call the ruler of the universe, 
Good, Beautiful, and Just, as He is spoken of in Plato: Good, I say, 
when He creates; Beautiful, when He attracts to Himself; and Just, 
when He finishes according to the desert of each thing. Beauty, then, 
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whose property it is to attract, is placed between Goodness and Jus- 
tice: from Goodness it flows out, and to Justice it proceeds. 


HOW DIVINE BEAUTY INSPIRES LOVE 
Chapter II 


This Divine Beauty creates in everything love, that is, desire for it- 
self, because if God draws the world to Himself, and the world is 
drawn [from Him] there is one continuous attraction, beginning 
with God, going to the world and ending at last in God, an attraction 
which returns to the same place whence it began as though in a kind 
of circle. This single circle, from God to the world and from the 
world to God, is identified by three names. Inasmuch as it begins in 
God and attracts to Him, it is Beauty; inasmuch as, gomg across into 
the world, it captivates the world, we call it Love; and inasmuch as it 
returns to its source and with Him joins its labors, then we call it 
Pleasure. In this way Love begins in Beauty and ends in Pleasure. It is 
this that Hierotheus and Dionysius the Areopagite mean in the fa- 
mous hymn in which they sing, “Love is a circle of good, revolving 
from good to good perpetually.” For Love is necessarily Good, since 
from good, whence He is born, He returns to good again. For He is the 
same God, whose beauty everything desires, in whose possession ev- 
erything is content; by whom our desire is kindled; and in whom the 
passion of lovers finds rest, not because it is spent, but because it 1s 
satished. 

Further, Dionysius is quite justified in comparing God to the sun, 
because just as the sun illuminates and warms the body, so God pro- 
vides to our spirits the light of truth and the ardor of love. At any rate, 
we find this comparison also in the sixth book of Plato’s Republic, 
something like this: “The sun generates both visible bodies and see- 
ing eyes: to the eyes, so that they may see, it supplies a clear humor; 
and the bodies, so that they may be seen, it paints with colors.” But 
still the light possessed by the eyes and the colors possessed by bodies 
are not enough to make vision complete unless they are aroused and 
strengthened by the presence and glow of the one light itself above 
the many, from which the many lights peculiar to the eyes and the 
bodies were sent out. In the same way, that prime actuality of all, who 
is called God, gave to everything, as He produced it, activity and 
form. Certainly this activity, when it was first received by the new 
creation, and by the waiting object, was weak and incapable of per- 
forming any work, but the perpetual and invisible light of the divine 
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sun is always present to everything; it sustains, stimulates, arouses, 
completes, and strengthens. About it Orpheus in a moment of inspira- 
tion says, “sustaining everything and raising itself high above all.” In- 
sofar as it is the activity and strength of everything, it is called the 
Good; insofar as it stimulates and caims, soothes and arouses [every- 
thing according to its deserts and in as spiritual a way as possible] it is 
called the beautiful; and insofar as in objects of cognition it charms 
those three cognitive powers of the soul (the Mind, the Sight, and the 
Hearing), it is called Beauty. Insofar as it is in the power of learning, 
and applies this to an object of cognition, it is called Truth. Finally, 
as the Good, it creates, rules, and completes; as the Beautiful, it illum- 
inates and pours forth pleasure. 


BEAUTY IS THE RADIANCE OF THE DIVINE 
GOODNESS, AND GOD IS THE CENTER OF 
FOUR CIRCLES 


Chapter HI 


The ancient theologians were not far wrong when they placed Good- 
ness in the center and Beauty on the circumference of a circle; good- 
ness, I say, is in a single center, and Beauty is in four circles. ‘The single 
center of everything is God. Around this continually revolve four cir- 
cles: Mind, Soul, Nature, and Matter. Mind is a fixed circle; Soul 
moves of itself; Nature moves in another, but not by another; and 
Matter moves both by another and in another. I shall explain why 
we call God the center of them all, and why we call these four “cir- 
cles.” 

The center of the circle is a point, single, indivisible, and station- 
ary. From it, many divisible mobile lines strike out to their respective 
circumferences. This divisible circumference revolves around the 
center as though on a hinge, and the nature of the center is such that, 
although it is single, indivisible, and fixed, nevertheless, it is found 
in many or, rather, all of the separate moving lines, for in every 
direction that point is in one of the lines. But since nothing can 
be touched by anything unlike itself, the lines drawn from the 
circumference to the center cannot touch a midpoint of this kind 
except as each one touches one certain, simple, motionless midpoint 
of its own. Who will deny that God is rightly called the center of 
everything, since He is located, single, simple, and motionless within 
them all; but that everything that is produced from Him is multiple, 
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complex, and movable, and that as these things flow from Him, they 
flow back to Him in the image of the lines and circumference? Thus 
Mind, Soul, Nature, and Matter, proceeding from God, strive to re- 
turn to Him, and they revolve toward Him from every possible direc- 
tion. Just as the central point is found everywhere in the lines and in 
the whole circle, and through this central point, the separate lines 
touch the middle point of the circle, so God, the center of everything, 
who is the simplest unity and the purest actuality, is infused into 
everything—not only because He is present to the whole, but also 
because He endowed everything He created with some particular func- 
tion or power, completely simple and distinctive, which is called the 
identity of that thing, and from which and to which, as from and to its 
own center [God], the rest of its parts and powers hang. It is cer- 
tainly fitting that these things, as soon as they have been created, 
should gather around their own center, this identity of their own, be- 
fore they turn to their creator, so that through their own center they 
may cling, as we have now several times repeated, to the center of 
everything. The Angelic Mind rises to its own apex and head before 
it ascends to God, and it is the same with the Soul and the other two 
circles. Of those invisible circles of the Mind, that is, and of the Soul, 
and of Nature, this visible circle of the material world is an image, for 
bodies are the shadows and traces of souls and minds, and shadows 
and traces show the shape of the thing which they represent. 


HOW PLATO EXPLAINS DIVINITY 


Chapter IV 


Plato explained this miystery in a letter to King Dionysius, when he af- 
firmed that God is the source of everything beautiful, the beginning 
and origin, so to speak, of all beauty: 


About the King of all are all things, and they exist for his sake. 
He is the cause of everything beautiful. About the Second are 
the second things, and about the Third, the third. What these 
things are, the human soul tries to learn by looking at things of 
the same sort as itself, none of which is adequate. About the 
King Himself and the things of which I spoke, nothing is of that 
sort. What follows this the soul says. 


“About the King” means not within the King, but outside him, for 
in God there is no complexity. What that word “about” really means, 
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Plato explains when he adds that everything exists “because of God.” 
He Himself is “the cause of everything beautiful,” as much as to say, 
“Around the King of all are all things because everything of its very 
nature turns to God as its own end, just as it was produced from that 
source,” 

“Of all beautiful things,” that is, of all Beauty, which shines out in 
the circles mentioned. For the shapes of things are led back to God 
through seeds, these through concepts, and these through Ideas, and 
they are produced from God in the same stages. Quite rightly, then, 
when Plato speaks of “all things” he means the sum of Ideas, because 
in them the rest are included. 

“The second about the Second, and the third about the Third.” 
Zoroaster posited three world-rulers, the masters of three orders: Ono- 
masis, Mithris, and Arimanis. These Plato calls God, Mind, and Soul, 
and he posits three categories of divine Forms: Ideas, Concepts, and 
Seeds. The first type, that is, the Ideas, therefore, revolve around the 
first, that is, God, since they are given to the Mind by God, and they 
draw back to Him the Mind to which they were given. The second type 
revolves around the second, that is, the Concepts revolve around the 
Mind, since they cross the Mind into the Soul, and attract the Soul 
toward the Mind. The third type revolves around the third, that is, 
the Seeds of things around the Soul, for they go through the Soul into 
Nature, that is, into the power of generation, and again join Nature to 
the Soul. In the same order forms descend from Nature into Matter, 
but Plato does not include them in the order listed here because Dio- 
nysius’ inquiry was about the divine, and Plato explains as divine the 
three orders pertaining to the incorporeal Ideas, but he leaves out cor- 
poreal forms. He was unwilling to call God the first King, but rather 
he called him “the King of all,” lest he should seem perchance, if he 
called Him “the First,” to put Him in some kind of numerical order 
on a level of equality with subordinate leaders. Moreover, he does not 
say that the first things only revolve around Him, but rather that 
the whole does, lest we think that He is the governor of some one of 
the three orders rather than King of the whole universe. 

“The human soul tries to understand what these are.” In close order 
after these three splendors of the divine beauty shining in the three 
circles, he adds love of the soul for them; for thence the passion of 
the soul is kindled. For it is certainly appropriate that the divine seek 
divine things, “by looking at what is related to itself.” Since human 
thought rises from the senses, we invariably judge the divine on the 
basis of what seems to us highest in physical bodies. In the strength of 
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corporeal bodies we look for the power of God; in their orderliness we 
look for His wisdom; and in their usefulness, for His goodness. 

Moreover, Plato speaks of the shapes of bodies as related to the soul, 
as though next of kin, for the shapes of bodies are ranked in the next 
level after the soul. “Of these things none is adequate.” Forms of 
this kind neither sufficiently are divine things, nor adequately repre- 
sent them to us, for the true things are the Ideas, Concepts, and Seeds, 
whereas the Forms of bodies seem to be the shadows of things rather 
than the true things themselves. In fact, just as the shadow of a body 
does not give a clear and exact image of the body, so the bodies them- 
selves do not represent the true nature of the divine. 

“About the King Himself, and the objects I mentioned, nothing 
is of that sort.” How indeed can mortal things be like immortal? or 
the false like the true? “But the soul speaks of what follows this.” 
That is, the soul, as long as it judges divine things by mortal, speaks 
falsely of divinity, and describes not divine, but mortal things. 


THE DIVINE BEAUTY SHINES THROUGH EVERYTHING 
AND IS LOVED IN EVERYTHING 


Chapter V 


At any rate, to put a great deal into a few words, Goodness is said to 
be the outstanding characteristic of God. Beauty is a kind of force or 
light, shining from Him through everything, first through the Angelic 
Mind, second through the World-Soul and the rest of the souls, third 
through Nature, and fourth through corporeal Matter. It fits the Mind 
with a system of Ideas; it fills the Soul with a series of Concepts; it 
sows Nature with Seeds; and it provides Matter with Forms. In much 
the same way, in fact, that the single light of the sun lights up four 
bodies, fire, air, water, and earth, so the single light of God illumines 
the Mind, Soul, Nature, and Matter. Anyone seeing the light in these 
four elements sees a beam of the sun, and through this beam is di- 
rected to the perception of the supreme light of the sun itself, In the 
same way, whoever sees and loves the beauty in these four, Mind, 
Soul, Nature, and Body, seeing the glow of God in these, through 
this kind of glow sees and loves God Himself. 
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Third Speech 


THAT LOVE IS THE TEACHER AND RULER 
OF THE ARTS 


Chapter III 


After this discussion it remains for us to show in what way Love is the 
teacher and master of all the arts. We shall easily understand that 
He is indeed the teacher of the arts if only we consider that no one 
can ever discover or invent a new art except as the pleasure of inves- 
tigation and the desire of finding [the truth] motivate him; and ex- 
cept as he who teaches loves his students, and as those students most 
eagerly thirst after that learning. 

Moteover, Love is justly called Ruler of the Arts, for a man fashions 
works of art carefully and completes them thoroughly, who esteems 
highly both the works themselves and the people for whom they are 
made. There is, then, this fact, that artists in each of the arts seek 
after and care for nothing but love. 

Let us now briefly run through those arts which Eryximachus lists 
in Plato. With what else does Medicine deal than the way in which 
the four humors of the body become and remain mutual friends; and 
what foods and drinks and other necessities of life or what types of 
remedy nature loves and requires? Here also those two loves, the Heav- 
enly and the Earthly, which Pausanias had distinguished above, Eryxi- 
machus comes upon through a kind of coincidence; for a temperate 
complexion of the body has a moderate love for moderate and agree- 
able things, but an intemperate complexion has an opposite love for 
opposite things. The former, of course, ought to be indulged, but 
the latter ought never to be submitted to, but ought to be investi- 
gated in gymnastic exercise, to see which bodily habits it prefers and 
demands, which methods of exercising and which gestures; in agricul- 
ture, to see what kind of soil, seeds, and cultivation it demands, or 
what method of cultivation is preferred by certain trees. 

It may likewise be observed in music, in which artists investigate 
what ratios love, to a greater or lesser degree, what other ratios; they 
find the least affection between the first and second steps in the scale 
and between the first and the seventh. They find a rather strong af- 
finity between the first and third, fourth, fifth, or sixth, but the strong- 
est between the first and eighth. By certain intervals and modes they 
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make high and low voices, naturally different, blend together better. 
From this, smoothness and sweetness of harmony derive. They so re- 
solve slower and faster tempos that they become the fastest friends 
and produce agreeable rhythms. 

But there are said to be two types of melody in music: one serious 
and steady, the other soft and sensuous. The former is beneficial to 
those who hear it; the latter, Plato says, (in the Republic and the 
Laws) is harmful. In the Symposium he assigns to the former the 
name Urania, and to the latter, Polymnia. Some prefer the first type 
and others the second. The love of the former people ought to be in- 
dulged, and the sounds which they long for should be invited; but 
the desire of the latter should be resisted, for the passion of the 
former is heavenly love, and that of the latter, earthly love. 

There is a kind of friendship among the stars and four elements 
which is the subject matter of astronomy. Here, too, these two loves 
are found, for there is a moderate love among them in which they 
blend their forces together most temperately; and there is also an im- 
moderate love in which each of them loves itself too much and leaves 
the others, so to speak. From the moderate love derive a pleasant 
temperature in the air, tranquillity of the sea, fertility of the earth, 
and health of animals; from the immoderate, the opposite conditions. 

Finally, the power of seers and prophets seems to consist princi- 
pally in this, that they tell us what services of man are agreeable to 
God, how men become friends of God, and what kind of love and rev- 
erence is to be shown toward God, one’s own country, and one’s own 
parents, and to others both living and dead. 

It is possible to infer the same thing in the rest of the arts and to 
conclude summarily that Love is in everything, and for everything, 
that He is the creator and preserver of everything and the teacher and 
master of all the arts. 

The divine Orpheus justly called Him, “inventive of mind, double- 
natured, holding the keys to everything.” You have already heard how 
Love is “double-natured” from both Pausanias and Eryximachus. Now 
we can well understand from what has been said why He is said 
by Orpheus “to hold the keys to the world.” As we have shown, this 
desire for the spread of its own perfection which is innate in every- 
thing, explains the innate and latent fecundity of everything. This 
desire compels seeds to sprout out into shoots; it draws out from the 
heart of each thing the powers of that thing, and conceives offspring; 
and opening the thing as though with a kind of key, it leads the off- 
spring forth into the light. 
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Wherefore, all the parts of the world, because they are the works of 
one artist, the parts of one creation, like each other in life and es- 
sence, are bound to each other by a certain mutual affection so that it 
may justly be said that love is a perpetual knot and binder of the 
world, the immovable support of its parts and the firm foundation of 
the whole creation. 


Fifth Speech 


LOVE IS MOST BLESSED BECAUSE HE IS 
BOTH BEAUTIFUL AND GOOD 


Chapter I 


Carlo Marsuppini, our worthy disciple of the Muses, following the poet 
Landino, took up the speech of Agathon thus: 

Our Agathon thinks that Love is a most blessed God because He is 
both most good and most beautiful. He carefully enumerates what 1s 
required for Love to be both most beautiful and most good. In the 
course of this enumeration, he describes Love Himself. After he has 
told what sort of God He is, he lists the benefits which He gives to 
mankind, and this is the sum of his speech. 

It is our business to inquire first for what reason Agathon said, in 
order to prove Love blessed, that Love is beautiful as well as good, 
and what the difference is between goodness and beauty. 

In the Philebus, Plato would have it that the blessed is that which 
lacks nothing, that is to say, that which is perfect in every detail. But 
there is both an interior and an exterior perfection: the interior we 
call goodness, and the exterior, beauty; and therefore, whatever 1s 
completely good and beautiful, since it is perfect, as it were, in every 
part, we call most blessed. 

We notice this distinction in everything. For example, in precious 
stones, as the natural philosophers claim, a well-balanced combina- 
tion of the four elements in the interior produces the sparkle of the 
exterior. Likewise, an innate fecundity in the heart and roots clothes 
plants and trees with the most pleasing variety of fruit and foliage; 
and in animals, a salutary complexion of humors provides an appear- 
ance pleasing both in shape and color. Virtue of the soul likewise 
manifests itself in a most noble kind of beauty in words, actions, and 
deeds. The heavens, too, are bathed in brilliant light by their own sub- 
lime essence. 
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In all these cases, it is an internal perfection which produces the 
external. The former we call goodness, the latter beauty. For just this 
reason, we say that beauty is the blossom, so to speak, of goodness. 
By the allurements of this blossom, as though by a kind of bait, the 
latent interior goodness attracts all who see it. But since the cognition 
of our minds has its origin in the senses, we would never know the 
goodness hidden away in the inner nature of things, nor desire it, 
unless we were led to it by its manifestations in exterior appearance. 
In this fact is apparent the wonderful usefulness of this beauty and of 
[love, which is] its associate. 

In these examples, I think it has been sufficiently shown that there 
is as much difference between real goodness and its mere appearance 
as there is between a seed and its flower, and that as the blooms of 
trees grow from their seeds, and themselves produce seeds, so with this 
beauty which is the blossom of goodness: as it grows out of goodness, 
so it leads those who love it to the good. Indeed, our Hero has abun- 
dantly proved this in the preceding discussion. 


HOW LOVE IS PICTURED, AND WITH WHAT PARTS 
OF THE SOUL BEAUTY IS RECOGNIZED AND 
LOVE IS CREATED 


Chapter II 


After this, Agathon lists in more detail the essential qualities in the 
beautiful appearance of this God. Love is young, he says, tender, 
agile, well-proportioned, and handsome. But we must first find out 
what these qualities contribute to beauty, and second, how they 
should be interpreted when they are applied to this God. 

Men have faculties of both reason and sensation; reason through 
itself grasps the incorporeal principles of everything; sensation, 
through the five instruments of its body, grasps the shapes and 
qualities of the body; colors through the eyes, sounds through the ears, 
odors through the nostrils, tastes through the tongue, and through 
the nerves the simple qualities of the elements, such as heat, cold, 
and the rest. 

Therefore, so far as we are concerned here, there are six powers of 
the soul pertaining to cognition: reason, sight, hearing, smell, taste, 
and touch. Reason is assigned to supreme divinity, sight to fire, hear- 
ing to the air, smell to vapors, taste to water, and touch to the earth. 

Reason, indeed, pursues the heavenly and does not have its seat in 
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any part of the body, just as divinity does not have a definite seat in 
any part of the world. Sight is located in the highest part of the body, 
just as fire is located in the highest part of the world, and by its very 
nature perceives light, which is the peculiar property of fire. Hearing 
likewise, following sight in the same way in which the pure air follows 
fire, drinks in sounds, which rise when the air is broken and glide 
through the interval in the air into the ears. The sense of smell is as- 
signed altogether to the humid air, and to vapors composed of air and 
water. Because it is placed between the ears and the tongue, as though 
between air and water, it easily catches those vapors, and prizes espe- 
cially those which result from the mixture of air and water; of this sort 
are the pleasant smelling odors of herbs, flowers and fruits. Who will 
hesitate to relate the sense of taste to the liquidity of water? ‘This sense 
follows upon the sense of smell, as upon a denser air; and, imbued 
with the ever-flowing liquor of saliva, it takes great delight in drinking 
and in moist flavors. Likewise, who will hesitate to ascribe the sense 
of touch to the earth, since touch comes into being in all parts of 
the body, which is earthly, and is completed in the nerves, which are 
very earthly, and since it easily feels anything which has solidity and 
weight, which the earth gives to bodies. 

Hence it also happens that touch, taste, and smell sense only what 
is very near them, and they are very much affected in the process of 
sensation, although the sense of smell does seem to detect things 
more remote than touch and taste. 

Hearing, however, recognizes still more remote things and so it is 
not so limited. Sight perceives even farther than hearing and catches 
in a moment what the ear catches only with time, for lightning 1s 
seen long before the thunder is heard. 

Reason catches the most remote things of all, for it perceives not 
only what is in the world and the present, as the senses do, but also 
what is above the heavens, in the past, and in the future. 

From this it is apparent to anyone that of those six powers of the 
soul, three pertain to body and matter, that is, touch, taste, and smell; 
but the other three, that is, reason, sight, and hearing, pertain to the 
soul. Therefore the first three, inclining more to the body, are more 
closely related to it than to the soul; the things which they perceive, 
since they move the body (which is related to these senses), scarcely 
ever reach as far as the soul; and they please it least because they are 
the least like it. But the three higher senses, most remote from the ma- 
terial, are much more closely related to the soul, and they perceive 
those things which move the body very little, but the soul very much. 
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Certainly, odors, flavors, temperatures, and the like either harm or 
help the body a great deal, but they have little effect on the admira- 
tion or censure of the soul, and so are only moderately desired by it. 
On the other hand, the concept of incorporeal truth, colors, shapes 
and sounds, move the body either not at all or very little, and with 
difficulty, but they rouse the soul to avid pursuit, and attract the de- 
sire of the soul to themselves. 

The food of the soul is Truth. To the discovery of it the eyes con- 
tribute greatly, and to the learning of it, the ears; therefore, what per- 
tains to reason, sight, and hearing, the soul strives after for its own 
sake, like its own food. But things which move the other three senses 
are necessary rather to the body for nutrition, or comfort, or genera- 
tion, than to the soul, and so the soul desires these things, not for it- 
self, but for another, that is, its bddy, and we are said to love only 
those things which we desire for ourselves, and not to love those 
which we desire for the sake of something else. 

Therefore we say correctly that love pertains only to knowledge, 
shapes, and sounds, and hence that that is beauty only which 1s 
found in these three: virtue of the soul, shape, and sound; because 
that beauty greatly arouses the soul, is called xaddos, ‘arousing,’ from 
the Greek word xadéw, which means to call: xaos in Greek is equiva- 
lent to pulchritudo in Latin. 

For we derive pleasure from the noble disposition of the soul, the 
comely appearance of a beautiful body, and the harmony of sounds, 
and since the soul considers these three (inasmuch as they are related 
to it and in a measure incorporeal) of more value than the other 
three, it is fitting that it should accept them more readily, embrace 
them more ardently, and admire them more eagerly. This pleasing 
quality, whether of virtiie, shape, or sound, which summons and at- 
tracts the soul to itself through reason, sight, or hearing, is most rightly 
called Beauty. These are the three graces about which Orpheus speaks 
thus: “Splendor, Youth, and Abundant Happiness.” 

He calls “splendor” that charm and beauty of the soul which con- 
sists of brightness of truth and virtue; “youth” he applies to charm of 
shape and color, for this shines especially in the greenness of youth; 
and finally, by “happiness,” he means that pure, salutary, and per- 
petual delight which we feel in music. 
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BEAUTY IS SOMETHING INCORPOREAL 


Chapter III 


Since this is the case, then, beauty must necessarily be something 
which is common to. virtue, appearance, and sound, for we would cer- 
tainly not call any of those three beautiful in the same sense unless 
one definition of beauty were inherent in all three. 

Hence it happens that the principle itself of beauty cannot be body, 
since, if beauty were corporeal, it would have nothing in common 
with the virtues of the soul, which are incorporeal; in fact, beauty is so 
far from being body that not only is such beauty as that in the virtues 
of the soul unable to be corporeal, but also that which is in bodies and 
sounds. For although we say that certain bodies are beautiful, never- 
theless, they are not beautiful because of their matter itself, since one 
and the same body of a man may be whole and handsome today and 
tomorrow be deformed by some disfiguring misfortune, as though it 
were one thing to be a body, and quite another to be handsome. Nor 
are things beautiful from mere quantity, since both large and small 
things may seem beautiful. Often the large are ugly and the small at- 
tractive, and vice versa: the small ugly, and the great most handsome. 
It also happens sometimes that a similar beauty is in both great and 
small bodies. Now, if, in a quantity remaining uniformly the same, 
the beauty may be changed by some accident, and if the beauty may 
remain in some changed quantity, and may seem identical in great 
and small alike, then certainly these two, beauty and quantity, must 
be completely separate. 

But if the beauty of every body consisted in thickness itself of the 
body, being in a certain sense corporeal, it would nevertheless still 
not please the onlooker insofar as it was corporeal. The beauty of 
some person pleases the soul not insofar as it exists in exterior matter, 
but insofar as its image is comprehended or grasped by the soul 
through sight. That image in the sight and in the soul, since these two 
are incorporeal, cannot itself be material, for how could the small pu- 
pil of the eye take in the whole heaven, for example, if the eye re- 
ceived the heaven in a corporeal way? Not at all, certainly. But the 
soul, in a single point, takes in the whole breadth of the body in a 
spiritual way and in an incorporeal image, and that beauty only 
pleases the soul which is taken in by it. Moreover, though the image 


FICINO / 221 


may be a likeness of an external body, it is itself incorporeal in the 
soul. 

Therefore, it is an incorporeal quality which pleases. What pleases 
is attractive to anyone, and what is attractive, is, in short, beautiful. 
And so it is brought about that love has reference to something in- 
corporeal, and beauty itself is rather a spiritual image of a thing than 
its corporeal form. 

But there are some who think that beauty consists in a disposition 
of parts, or, [to use their own language,| size and proportion to- 
gether with a certain agreeableness of colors. We do not agree with 
their opinion because, since this kind of disposition of parts would 
exist in composite things only, there could be no such thing as a beau- 
tiful simplicity. But we call “beautiful” the pure colors, the sun and 
moon, one sound, the glow of gold, the gleam of silver, wisdom, and 
the soul, of all which are simple, and they certainly please us like beau- 
tiful things. Added to this is the fact that the whole proportion in- 
cludes the composite parts of the body and does not lie in them in- 
dividually, but in them as a whole, and so the single parts will not be 
beautiful in themselves. But from the individual particulars, the pro- 
portion of the composite whole arises, whence follows something 
absurd: that things which are not beautiful in their own natures pro- 
duce beauty. But it also happens time and again that though the pro- 
portion and size of its parts remains the same, the body does not 
please as it did before. Certainly the shape of your body is the same 
today as it was last year, but the beauty is not the same; nothing 
grows old more slowly than shape and more quickly than beauty. 
From this it is clearly established that beauty and shape are not the 
same, 

Then, too, we often see a more orderly disposition and size of parts 
in one person than in another, and yet the other person, we know 
not why, is nevertheless adjudged more beautiful, and loved mote 
ardently. This fact seems to warn us sufficiently to consider beauty as 
something other than the disposition of parts. 

Likewise, the same principle advises us not to think that beauty con- 
sists in agreeableness of color, for very often the color is more attractive 
in an old person, and the beauty greater in the young. It sometimes 
happens among those of equal age that one who surpasses another 
in color is yet surpassed by the other in charm and beauty. 

Nor would anyone dare affirm that beauty is a kind of mixture of 
shape and colors, for, according to that standard, neither knowledge 
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and sounds, which lack both shape and color, nor colors and lights, 
which have no definite shape, could be judged worthy of love. 

Now, the desire of anyone is satisfied by the possession of that which 
he wants. For example, hunger and thirst are satisfied by food and 
drink. Love is satisfied by no sight or embrace of a body; therefore, it 
desires nothing bodily, but seeks beauty; whence it happens that 
beauty cannot be anything corporeal. 

From these arguments it is concluded that if those who, aroused by 
love, thirst after beauty, wish to quench their burning thirst with a 
draught of this liquor, they must seek elsewhere than in the river of 
matter, or in the streams of quantity, shape, or colors for the sweet 
potion of this beauty [to quench their thirst by which their thirst 1s 
aroused.] Whither, then, will you poor lovers turn? Who was it who 
kindled the white-hot flames of your hearts? Who will quench so 
great a fire? That is the need, this the labor; I shall answer you soon, 
but listen. 


BEAUTY IS THE SPLENDOR OF THE 
DIVINE COUNTENANCE 


Chapter IV 


As soon as the Angelic Mind and the World-Soul were born from 
Him, the Divine Power over everything beneficently infused into 
them as His offspring that light in which lay the power of creating 
everything. In these two, because they were nearest, he depicted the 
pattern of the whole world much more exactly than it is in the ma- 
terial world. Whence this picture of the world which we see shines 
whole and more clearly in the Angelic Mind and in the World-Soul. 
For in these two are the Forms of each planet, the sun, the moon, the 
rest of the stars, the elements, stones, plants, and each of the animals. 
Representations of this sort the Platonists cal] Prototypes, or Ideas in 
the Angelic Mind, Concepts or mental images in the World-Souil, and 
Forms or physical i images in the material world. They are bright in the 
material world, brighter in the soul, and brightest in the Angelic 
Mind. Therefore the single face of God shines successively in 
these three mirrors, placed according to their rank: the Angelic Mind, 
the World-Soul, and the Body of the World. In the first, because it 
is the nearest to God, the light is most bright; in the second, more 
remote, it is somewhat darker, and in the last, the farthest away, 
compared with the others, it is very dark. 

Hence the holy Angelic Mind, because it is unimpeded by any at- 
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tendance upon the body, reflects upon itself where it sees the face 
of God engraved within its own breast, and seeing there, is struck 
with awe, and clings most avidly to it forever. The charm of that di- 
vine countenance we call beauty; the passion of the Angelic Mind 
seeking inwardly the face of God, we call love. O, that it might touch 
us also: but our soul, born into a condition in which it is encased by 
an earthly body, is inclined to the function of generation. Weighed 
down by this preoccupation, it neglects the treasure-house concealed 
within itself, and so, involved in an earthly body, it is servant to the 
needs of the body for a very long time. To this labor it accommodates 
sense indeed continuously, and reason also more often than it should. 
Hence it happens that though it does not notice the glow of that di- 
vine countenance shining forever within it until the body has at 
length become mature and the soul purged, it may with reflection 
contemplate the countenance of God revealed to our eyes in the hand- 
iwork of God. Through just this kind of contemplation we advance 
to beholding Him who shines forth from within His handiwork. In 
this kind of reflection, then, it is finally raised to the recognition of 
God who shines within itself. But since the countenance of the parent 
is pleasing to the children, it necessarily follows that the countenance 
of God the Father is most pleasing to souls. The glory and glow of 
His countenance, to indulge in tiresome repetition, whether in the 
Angelic Mind, in the Soul, or in the material world, is to be called uni- 
versal Beauty, and the desire for it is to be called universal Love. 

We do not doubt that this beauty is everywhere incorporeal, for it 
is obviously incorporeal in the Angelic Mind and in the Soul. That it 
is also incorporeal in bodies we have both shown above and now most 
clearly understand from this: that the eye sees nothing but the light 
of the sun, for the shapes and colors of bodies are never seen unless il- 
Juminated with light, nor do they come to the eyes with their own 
matter itself. Yet it seems necessary for them to be in the eyes in 
order to be seen by them. Therefore, one light of the sun, painted 
with the colors and shapes of everything illuminated by it, presents it- 
self to the eyes. The eyes, with the help of a certain light of their own, 
perceive the light thus affected; they see both the perceived light it- 
self, and everything which is in it. Wherefore, this whole order of the 
visible world is presented [to view], not in the way in which it is in- 
fused in the matter of bodies, but in the way in which it is infused 
in the light streaming into the eyes. In this light, since it is separate 
from matter, that order is completely independent of body. 

This is also evident from the fact that the light itself cannot be 
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body, since it completely fills the whole world in a moment, from its 
rising to its setting. It penetrates the body of water and air every- 
where, without opposition, and though spread over filthy things, it is 
nowhere soiled. 

But these qualities do not in any way correspond with the nature of 
bodies, since body does not move in a moment, but in time, nor 
do two things penetrate each other without opposition from one, the 
other, or both, but two bodies mixed together stain each other with 
mutual contagion. We see this in the mixture of water and wine, and 
of fire and earth. Since, therefore, the light of the sun is incorporeal, 
whatever it assumes, it does so in the manner of its own nature; there- 
fore, it assumes the colors and shapes of bodies in an incorporeal way, 
and in the same way it is itself seen, when taken in by the eyes. Hence 
it happens that this whole earthly beauty, which is the third face of 
God, presents itself incorporeally to the eyes, through the incorporeal 
light of the sun. 


HOW HATE AND LOVE ARE BORN, 
OR THAT BEAUTY IS INCORPOREAL 


Chapter V 


From all these arguments it follows that the entire charm of the di- 
vine countenance, which is called universal beauty, is incorporeal, 
not only in the Angelic Mind and in the World-Soul, but also in the 
sight of the eyes. Nor do we love only this whole beauty all at once; 
but moved by our admiration, we love also its parts. ‘There is born a 
particular love for a particular beauty, and so we are attracted to some 
man, a part of the world order, especially when in him a spark of the 
divine beauty clearly shines. Love of this kind springs from two 
causes: first, the image of the Father’s countenance pleases us, and 
second, the appearance and shape of a well-proportioned man agrees 
most clearly with that concept of mankind which our soul catches and 
retains from the author of everything. Whence, if an image of the 
outer man, received through the senses and going across into the soul, 
disagrees with the Idea of man which the soul possesses, he immedi- 
ately displeases us, and is disliked as being ugly. If the image agrees, he 
thereby pleases us and is loved, as being beautiful. Whence it happens 
that some men, meeting us, immediately please or displease us, and 
we do not know the cause of such feeling; and naturally so, since the 
soul, impeded by its attendance upon the body, by no means reflects 
upon those Ideas which are innate in it; but, by some natural, myste- 
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rious congruity or incongruity, it happens that the exterior form of a 
thing, striking with its own image the Idea of the same thing painted 
within the soul, agrees or disagrees with it, and moved by this mysteri- 
ous agreement or disagreement, the soul either hates or loves the 
thing itself. 

Clearly that divine ray [which we mentioned above] implants in the 
Angelic Mind and the World-Soul the true pattern of man to be cre- 
ated, but in the matter of the World, since matter is far removed from 
that divine artificer, the nature of man degenerates from that true 
Idea of man. But he becomes more like it according as the matter is 
better disposed, and more unlike in other matter. 

As the closer imitation agrees with the Force in God, and the Idea 
in the Angelic Mind, so it corresponds and agrees with the Concept in 
the Soul. The soul approves this agreement; indeed, in this very agree- 
ment consists beauty, and in this approval consists the passion of love. 
But since Idea and Concept are foreign to material body, the nature 
of a man is judged “like,” not on the basis of its matter or quantity, but 
rather on the basis of something incorporeal. As it is like, it agrees with 
those; as it agrees, it is beautiful; for that reason, body and beauty are 
different. 

If anyone asks how the form of the body can be like the concept of 
the soul and the Idea of the mind, let him consider, I pray, the build- 
ing of an architect. In the beginning, an architect conceives an idea of 
the building, like an Idea in the soul. Then he builds, as nearly as pos- 
sible, the kind of house he has thought out. Who will deny that the 
house is a body, and that it is very much like the incorporeal idea of 
the builder in likeness to which it was made? Furthermore, it is to be 
judged like the idea more because of a certain incorporeal plan than 
because of its matter. Therefore, subtract its matter, if you can. You 
can indeed subtract it in thought, but leave the plan; nothing material 
or corporeal will remain to you. On the contrary, these two will be ex- 
actly the same internally, both the plan which comes forth from the 
builder [into the physical house], and the plan which remains [unma- 
terialized] in [the mind of] the builder. You may do the same with 
any human body. You will find that its form, agreeing with the con- 
cept in the soul, is simple, and is completely independent of matter. 
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HOW MANY THINGS ARE REQUIRED OF A 
THING TO BE BEAUTIFUL AND THAT 
BEAUTY IS A SPIRITUAL GIFT 


Chapter VI 


What, then, is the beauty of the body? Activity, vivacity, and a certain 
grace shining in the body because of the infusion of its own idea. 
This kind of glow does not descend into matter until the matter has 
been carefully prepared. The preparation of the living body consists 
in these three things: Arrangement, Proportion, and Adornment. At- 
rangement means the intervals of its parts, Proportion means their 
quantity, and Adornment means its shape and color. 

In the first place, it is fitting that all the parts of the body should 
have a natural place: that the ears be in their proper place, the eyes in 
theirs, the nostrils in theirs, etc., and that the eyes should be at equal 
distances on either side of the nose, and likewise that both ears be 
equally distant from the eyes. 

Nor is this balance pertaining to the plan of the intervals enough 
unless there is added a Proportion of parts, to give to each part, keep- 
ing the proper proportions of the whole body, its mean size, so that 
three noses placed end to end will equal the length of one face, and 
the semi-circles of both ears joined together will equal the circle of the 
open mouth; the joining of the eyebrows will also give the same result; 
the length of the nose will match the length of the lips, and so also 
will that of the ears; the two circles of the eyes will equal one opening 
of the mouth; eight heads will compass the height of the body: the 
same distance will also be measured by the spread of the arms, to the 
side, and likewise of the legs and feet. 

Besides these, we consider Adornment necessary, so that the skillful 
drawing of lines, wrinkles, and the sparkle of the eyes may decorate 
that Arrangement and Proportion of the parts. 

Now, though these three may be in matter, they cannot themselves 
be any part of the body. The arrangement of the parts is certainly not 
one of the parts, for the arrangement is found in all the parts, but no 
one part is found in all of them. There is added the fact that arrange- 
ment is nothing else than the appropriate spacing of parts. But what 
shall we say spacing is but the distance between the parts? Distance, 
finally, is either nothing, perfectly empty space, or the mere drawing 
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lines, but who will say that lines, which lack breadth and depth, the 
qualities necessary to body, are bodies? 

In the same way, Proportion is not quantity, but the limit of quan- 
tity; these limits are surfaces, lines, and points, which, since they lack 
mass and depth, are not considered bodies. Adornment also, we place 
in a pleasing harmony of lights and shades and lines, not in matter. 
From all this it is clear that beauty is so foreign to matter that it never 
imparts itself to matter unless the matter has been treated with the 
three incorporeal preparations which we have discussed. 

But the basis of these is a temperate combination of the four ele- 
ments, such that the body is most like heaven, whose substance is 
temperate, and does not interfere by any excess of humors, with the 
soul’s work of incamation. For thus the heavenly glow will easily light 
up in a body much like heaven, and that perfect Form of man which 
the soul possesses will turn out more accurately in the quiet and com- 
pliant matter. | 

Moreover, in exactly the same way, sounds are prepared to receive 
their beauty. The Arrangement of sounds is from the low to the octave, 
and thence descending again, Their Proportion is a progression re- 
stricted to thirds, fourths, fifths and sixths, tones and half-tones; their 
Adornment is the rich quality of a good tone. 

By these three elements, as it were, then, the bodies constructed out 
of many parts, such as plants, animals, combinations of several sounds, 
etc., are prepared to receive beauty. But simpler bodies, like the 
four elements, stones, metals, and single voices are sufficiently well- 
adapted for the same purpose by a certain inner balance, a richness 
and clarity of their own natures. Moreover, the sou] is the most effec- 
tively accommodated to this purpose by its own nature for this reason: 
that it is both spirit and a mirror, so to speak, next to God, in which, 
as we have said above, the image of the divine countenance is re- 
flected. Therefore, just as nothing need be added to gold to make it 
appear beautiful, but if any earthly stains touch it, they must be re- 
moved, so the soul needs nothing added to it in order to be beautiful, 
but anxious care and solicitude for the body must be removed from it, 
and the disturbance of desire and fear must be dispelled from it, then 
immediately the natural beauty of the soul will shine out. But lest our 
speech digress further, let us conclude briefly from what we have said 
above, that beauty is a certain vital and spiritual charm first infused in 
the Angelic Mind by the illuminating light of God, thence in the 
souls of men, the shapes of bodies, and sounds; through reason, sight, 
and hearing, it moves our souls and delights them; in delighting them, 
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it carries them away, and in so doing, inflames them with buming 
love. 


WHICH GODS BESTOW WHICH ARTS 
UPON MEN 


Chapter XIII 


Agathon thinks that the arts were given to humanity by the Gods be- 
cause of love: the art of ruling by Jupiter; of archery, prophecy, and 
medicine by Apollo; bronze-work by Vulcan; the art of weaving by 
Minerva; and music by the Muses. Twelve gods are in charge of the 
twelve signs of the Zodiac: Pallas of Aries, Venus of Taurus, Apollo 
of Gemini, Mercury of Cancer, Jupiter of Leo, Ceres of Virgo, Vulcan 
of Libra, Mars of Scorpio, Diana of Sagittarius, Vesta of Capricomnus, 
Juno of Aquarius, and Neptune of Pisces. 

By these all the arts are handed down to mankind. The signs confer 
the powers for each of the arts upon the body, and the Gods who are 
in charge of them bestow them upon the soul: so Jupiter, through Leo, 
makes a man most fit for the governing of Men and Gods, that is, fit 
to manage well both divine affairs and human; Apollo, through Gem- 
ini, teaches prophecy, medicine, and archery; Pallas, through Aries, 
teaches the skill of weaving; Vulcan, through Libra, teaches bronze- 
working; and the others the rest of the arts. But because the gifts of 
Providence are showered upon us by His beneficence, we say they are 
given at the instigation of Love. 

Moreover, we think that musical harmony is born in that swift and 
orderly revolution of the heavens: eight tones from the eight orbits, 
but out of them all a certain ninth harmony is produced. And so we 
name the nine sounds of the heavens, from their musical harmony, 
the Muses. Our soul was from the beginning endowed with the prin- 
ciple of this music, for the heavenly harmony is rightly said to be in- 
nate in anything whose origin is heavenly. This harmony is then imi- 
tated by various instruments and songs. This gift like the rest was 
given us through the love of the divine providence. Therefore, my 
noble friends, let us love this God because He is most beautiful; be- 
cause He is most good, let us imitate Him; because He is most blessed, 
let us revere Him, so that by His bounty and mercy to us, He will 
grant us possession of His own Beauty, Goodness, and Bliss. 
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Sixth Speech 


WHAT THE COMPARISON IS BETWEEN GOD, 
THE ANGELIC MIND, THE SOUL, AND THE BODY 


Chapter XVI 


Therefore, we ascend from the Body to the Soul, from this to the 
Angelic Mind, and from this to God. God is above eternity, the An- 
gelic Mind is wholly in eternity. Clearly its operation, like its essence, 
remains stable. Stability, moreover, is the peculiar property of eternity. 

The Soul is partly in eternity, and partly in time, for its substance 
always remains the same, untouched by any change of increase or de- 
crease; but its operation, as we showed a little while ago, runs through 
intervals of time. 

The Body is completely subject to time. For its substance is 
changed, and its every operation requires the passage of time. 

Therefore the One Itself exists above rest or motion; the Angelic 
Mind is at rest; the Soul cqually at rest and in motion; and the Body 
is placed in motion alone. 

Again, the One alone remains above number, motion, and space. The 
Angelic Mind is in number, but above motion and space; the Soul is 
in number and motion, but above space; the Body is subject to num- 
ber, motion, and space. The One Itself has neither number nor any 
composition of parts and is not changed in any way from what tt is, nor 
is it restricted to any space. The Angelic Mind has indeed a number of 
parts or forms, but it is free from motion and space. The Soul has a 
multitude of parts and feelings and is altered by the process of reason- 
ing and by a variety of emotional disturbances but is exempt from 
the limits of space. But the Body is subject to all these. 


WHAT THE COMPARISON IS BETWEEN THE 
BEAUTIES OF GOD, OF THE ANGELIC MIND, 
OF THE SOUL, AND OF THE BODY 


Chapter XVII 
The same comparison which exists among these four exists among 
their respective beauties. Certainly, the beauty of the Body consists in 
the composition of its many parts; it is bound by space, and moves 
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along in time. The beauty of the Soul suffers the changes of time, of 
course, and contains a multitude of parts, but is free from the limits of 
space. The beauty of the Angelic Mind, on the other hand, has num- 
ber alone; it is immune to the other two [space and time]. But the 
beauty of God suffers none of these limitations. 

You see the beauty of the Body. Do you wish to see also the beauty 
of the Soul? Subtract the weight of the matter itself from the bodily 
form and the limits of space; leave the rest; now you have the beauty 
of the Soul. Do you wish to see the beauty of the Angelic Mind? 
Take away now, please, not only the spacial limit of place, but also the 
sequence of time; keep the multiple composition, and you will find 
there the beauty of the Angelic Mind. Do you wish still to see the 
beauty of God? Take away, in addition to those above, that multiple 
composition of forms, leave the simple form, and there you will have 
found the beauty of God. 

But what shall I have left after subtracting those qualities? Do you 
think beauty is anything else but light? Certainly the beauty of all 
bodies is that light of the sun which you see, adulterated with these 
three: multiplicity of form (for you see it imprinted with many shapes 
and colors), the spaciality of place, and change of time. Take away its 
place in matter so that it keeps the other two besides space; of this na- 
ture is the beauty cf the soul. Take from it the change of time, if you 
please, and give it the rest; the light remains most bright without place 
or motion, but engraven in all the concepts of everything. That is the 
Angelic Mind, and its beauty. Finally, take away that number of dif- 
ferent ideas; leave one simple and clear light, the image of that light, 
which remains in the very globe of the sun and is not dispersed 
through the air; now you comprehend in a measure the beauty of 
God, which certainly excels the rest of the beauties as much as the true 
light of the sun in itself, pure, single, and inviolate, surpasses the 
splendor of the sun, which is split up, divided, adulterated, and ob- 
scured through the cloudy air. 

And so the source of all beauty and love is God, and the light of the 
sun in the water is as a shadow compared with its brighter light in the 
air. The glow in the air, likewise, is as a shadow compared with its 
glow in fire. The glow in fire is as a shadow compared with the light of 
the sun, glowing in the very sun itself. | 

There is the same comparison among those four beauties of Body, 
Soul, Angelic Mind, and God. God is never so deceived as to love the 
shadow of his own beauty in the Angelic Mind, and to neglect his 
own true beauty. Nor is the Angelic Mind so taken by the beauty of 
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the Soul, which is the shadow of itself, that it should desert its own 
beauty, seduced by its shadow. But our soul (and this is greatly to be 
lamented, since it is the cause of all our woe), the soul, I say, alone, 1s 
so carried away by the charms of bodily beauty that it puts aside its 
own beauty and worships the beauty of the body, which is its shadow, 
completely forgetting its own beauty. Hence it is that we read in 
Orpheus of the cruel fate of Narcissus. Hence the fateful misfortune 
of man in general. A certain young man, Narcissus, that is, the soul of 
bold and inexperienced man, does not see his own countenance, he 
never notices his own substance and virtue, but pursues its reflection 
‘in the water, and tries to embrace it; that is, the soul admires the 
beauty in the weak body, an image in the flowing water, which is but 
the reflection of itself. It deserts its own beauty and never catches its 
shadow, since the soul neglects itself in worshipping the body, and ts 
never satisfied by enjoyment of the body. For it does not really seek 
the body itself, but only its own beauty, [and is] seduced by bodily 
beauty, which is the image of its own beauty. In this way Narcissus de- 
sires, and since he pays no heed to that [true beauty] while he desires 
and pursues something else, he cannot satisfy his desire. Therefore he 
is destroyed, melted into tears; that is, the soul, so placed outside itself, 
and having fallen into the body, is racked by terrible disturbances, or 
infected by the diseases of the body, and dies, so to speak, since it 
already seems to be more body than soul. So that Socrates might 
avoid this death, Diotima led him from Body to Soul, from that to 
the Angelic Mind, and from that back to God. 


HOW THE SOUL IS RAISED FROM BODILY 
BEAUTY TO THE BEAUTY OF GOD 


Chapter XVIII 


Now, dear fellow-guests, imagine Diotima addressing Socrates thus. 
“No body is beautiful in all parts, O Socrates.” For it is either beauti- 
ful in one part and ugly in another, or beautiful today and ugly tomor- 
row, or is judged beautiful by one person and ugly by another. ‘There- 
fore the beauty of the body, polluted by the contagion of ugliness, 
cannot be pure, true, and prime beauty; of course, no one suspects 
beauty of being ugly anywhere, any more than he suspects wisdom of 
being foolish. But we one time think the appearance of a body is 
handsome and another time think it ugly, and various people may 
think differently about it at the same moment. Therefore the prime 
and true beauty is not in bodies. Consider also the fact that many bod- 
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ies are called by the same name, Beauty. Therefore, there must be in 
many bodies one common nature of beauty through which they are 
alike called beautiful. But consider that this one nature, as it 1s in an- 
other, that is, matter, must also be dependent from another, for cer- 
tainly what is not able to support itself is much less able to depend 
from itself. It will not depend from matter, will it? Never, For noth- 
ing ugly and imperfect is able to beautify and perfect itself. But that 
which is one ought to spring from one; therefore, the one beauty of 
many bodies depends from some one incorporeal maker. ‘The one 
artificer of everything is God, who continually renders all worldly 
matter beautiful through the Angelic Mind and the Souls. ‘Therefore, 
we ought to expect to find that true concept of beauty in God and in 
his assistants, rather than in an earthly body. To this, I think, you will 
easily ascend again, dear Socrates, by these steps. If nature had given 
you the eyes of a lynx, dear Socrates, so that you might penetrate with 
your sight to the inside of anything which came in your way, that out- 
wardly most handsome body of your Alcibiades would seem most ugly. 
How much of him do you love, my friend? His surface appearance 
only; nay, rather his color wins you; nay, a certain reflection of lights, 
and a most insignificant shadow. Or else vain imagination deceives 
you; you love what you dream rather than what you see. 

Now, lest I seem to oppose you in earnest, let us say that Alcibiades 
certainly is handsome. But in what part handsome? In all his parts ex- 
cept his pug-nose, and his eyebrows, which are higher than they ought 
to be. Nevertheless, these are beautiful in Phaedrus; but in him the 
thickness of his legs is not pleasing. These are charming in Charmides, 
unless perhaps his thin neck might displease you. So, if you observe 
men individually, you will praise none of them in every detail. What- 
ever is right anywhere you will gather together and you will make up a 
whole figure in your mind from the observation of all [the details], so 
that the absolute beauty of the human species, which is found here 
and there in many bodies, will be gathered together in your soul in the 
conception of one image. You value little the beauty of each man, dear 
Socrates, if you compare it with your Idea. You possess that (Idea), 
not thanks to the bodies, but thanks to your own soul. So love that 
image which your soul created and that soul itself, its creator, rather 
than that crippled and scattered exterior. 

But what do I bid you love in the soul?—the beauty of the soul. 
The beauty of bodies is a visible light, the beauty of the soul is an in- 
visible light; the light of the soul is truth. This alone is what your 
friend Plato seems to ask of God in his prayers. “Grant,” he says, “O 
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God, that my soul may be beautiful and that those things which per- 
tain to my body may not impair the beauty of my soul, and that I may 
think only the wise man rich.” In this Plato declares that the beauty of 
the soul consists in truth and wisdom; and that this is given men by 
God. One and the same Truth given to us all by God, acquires the 
names of various virtues according to its various powers. According as 
it shows divine things, it is called Wisdom, which Plato asked of God 
above all else. According as it shows natural things, it is called Knowl- 
edge; as human things, Prudence; as it makes men equal, Justice; as it 
makes them unconquered, Courage; and as tranquil, ‘Temperance. 

Hence, two kinds of virtues are delineated: moral virtues, so to 
speak, and intellectual virtues, prior to them. The intellectual virtues 
are: Wisdom, Knowledge, and Prudence; the moral virtues: Justice, 
Courage, and Temperance. The moral virtues, because of their func- 
tions and public applications, are better known. The intellectual 
virtues, because of their recondite truth, are more esoteric. But he who 
is brought up with noble breeding, because he is purer than others, is 
easily raised to the intellectual virtues. Therefore I bid you consider 
the beauty of the soul, which consists in moral virtues, to be the first 
beauty, so that you may understand that there is one principle of all 
moral virtues, through which men are called alike, noble. That 1s, 
there is one truth of the pure life, which, through exercise of Justice, 
Courage, and Temperance, leads us to true happiness. Therefore, es- 
teem as highest this one truth of moral virtue and the beautiful light 
of the soul. Know also that you will rise immediately above moral 
virtue to the clear truth of wisdom, knowledge, and prudence, if you 
will consider these to be conceded to the soul brought up in the best 
virtues, and that in them is the best rule of a moral life; but however 
varied are the doctrines of wisdom, knowledge, and prudence you see, 
nevertheless, remember that there is one single light of truth in them 
all, through which all alike are called beautiful. I charge you to love 
this supremely as the supreme beauty of the soul. But this one truth in 
the numerous doctrines, first of all, cannot be the supreme truth, since 
it is in another (being distributed in many doctrines). Whatever lies 
in another certainly depends upon another. But one truth is never 
born from a multitude of doctrines, for what is one ought to rise from 
one. Therefore there must be one wisdom above the soul of man, 
which is not divided among many diverse doctrines, but 1s one Wis- 
dom from whose single truth the multiform truth of man springs. 

O Socrates, remember that that single light of the single truth is the 
beauty of the Angelic Mind, which you must worship above the 
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beauty of the soul. This, as we have shown in the foregoing discussion, 
excels the beauty of bodies, because it is neither limited to space nor 
divided according to the parts of matter, nor is it corrupted. It excels 
the beauty of the soul because it is fundamentally eternal and is not 
disturbed by the passage of time, but since the light of the Angelic 
Mind shines in the series of innumerable ideas, and it is fitting that 
there be a unity above all the multitude of everything, a unity which is 
the origin of all number, this light necessarily flows from one single 
principle of everything, which we call the One Itself. 

So the simple light of the One Itself in everything is infinite beauty, 
because it is neither soiled by the stains of matter, like the beauty of 
the body, nor, like the form of the soul, is it changed by the passage 
of time, nor, like the beauty of the Angelic Mind, is it spent in vast 
number; and every quality separate from extraneous additions is 
called infinite by the natural philosophers. If there is heat in itself, 
not limited by cold and moisture and not weighted down with the 
weight of matter, the heat is called infinite, because its force is free 
and is not limited by any additional restrictions. Similarly, the light 
from every body is free and infinite, for it shines without measure or 
limit, because it shines of its own nature and is limited very little by 
the body. So the light and beauty of God, which is pure, freed from all 
other things, is called, without the slightest question, infinite beauty. 
But infinite beauty demands a vast love also. Wherefore, I ask you, 
Socrates, to esteem other things with a definite limit and restriction; 
but you must worship God truly with infinite love, and let there be no 
limit to divine love. 


HOW GOD IS TO BE LOVED 
Chapter XIX 


This, [we have supposed,] is what Diotima said to Socrates. But, my 
virtuous friend, we shall not only love God without hmit as Diotima 1s 
depicted as commanding, but God alone. For as the eyes are to the 
sun, so the mind is to God. But the eye seeks not only light before 
other things, but the light alone. If we love bodies, the Soul, or the 
Angelic Mind, we do not really love these, but God in them: the 
shadow of God in bodies, the likeness of God in the Soul, and the Im- 
age of God in the Angelic Mind. So in the present we shall love God 
in everything, so that in the future we may love everything in God, 
for so we set out from there as living beings to see God and every- 
thing in Him, and whoever in the present will devote himself with 
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love completely to God, will finally recover himself in God. Certainly 
he will return to his own Idea through which he was created. There, if 
anything is lacking, it will be supplied again; he will cling forever to 
the Idea of himself. [I see that you realize that.] True man and the 
Idea of man are one and the same; therefore each of us separated 
from God on earth is not a true man since he is separated from the 
Form and Idea of himself. To this Idea divine love and piety will lead 
us, although we are here divided and mutilated. Joined then, by love, 
to our own Idea, we shall become whole men, so that we shall seem 
first to have worshipped God in things, in order later to worship 
things in God; and shall seem to worship things in God in order to 
recover ourselves above all, and seem, in loving God, to have loved. 
ourselves. 


Seventh Speech 


HOW USEFUL IS DIVINE LOVE AND THE 
FOUR KINDS OF DIVINE MADNESS 


Chapter XIII 


[Finally, then, this is the source of the kind of madness which springs 
from physical disease.] But by divine madness, man is raised above the 
nature of man and passes over into God. The divine madness 1s 2 
kind of illumination of the rational soul, through which God draws 
the soul slipping down to the lower world back to the higher. The fall 
of the soul from the one very beginning itself of everything into bod- 
ies, is brought about through four stages, through Mind, Reason, 
Opinion, and Nature. 

For in the whole order of things, there are six grades, of which the 
highest is the One Itself, and the lowest is body; in the middle are the 
four which we have mentioned. It is necessary for anything that falls 
from the first to the last to descend through the middle four. ‘The One 
Itself is the limit and measure of everything, having no part in mix- 
ture and multiplicity. The Angelic Mind is a multitude, to be sure, 
of ideas, but [it is] stable and eternal. The Reason of the Soul is an 
unstable but orderly multitude of notions and arguments. Opinion, 
however, which is beneath reason, is an unstable and unordered mul- 
titude of images, but is a unity in one substance and in one point, 
since the Soul itself, in which opinion exists, is one substance occupy- 
ing no space. It is the same with Nature, that is, the nutritive force 
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from the soul, and the vital complexion except that it is diffused 
throughout the points of the body. Body, however, is an undeter- 
mined multitude of parts and circumstances subject to motion and di- 
vided into substance, points, and moments. Al] these our Soul looks 
back upon; through these it descended and through these it ascends. 
For, since it is produced from the One Itself, which is the source of 
everything, it has obtained a certain unity which unites its whole be- 
ing and its powers and functions, from which and to which other parts 
of the soul are related, like the lines from the center and to the center 
of a circle. However, it unites not only the parts of the soul together 
and with the whole soul, but also the whole soul to the One Itself, the 
cause of everything. 

Moreover, inasmuch as it is illumined by the light of the divine 
Mind, the same soul contemplates through the Mind the ideas of 
everything in stable actuality. As it looks back upon itself, it contem- 
plates the universal concepts of things and by reasoning proceeds 
from beginnings to conclusions. As it looks back upon bodies, it con- 
siders by opinion the particular forms and images of movable things 
received through the senses. As it is related to matter, 1t uses nature as 
an instrument by which it unites, moves, and forms matter. Whence 
generations, increases, and their opposites arise. You see therefore 
that from the One which is above eternity, the soul falls into eternal 
multiplicity, from eternity into time, from time into space and matter. 
It falls, I say, since in embracing the body too much it goes a long way 
from that purity in which it was born. 


BY WHAT STEPS THE DIVINE MADNESSES 
RAISE THE SOUL 


Chapter XIV 


Wherefore, just as it descends through four steps, it must necessarily 
ascend through four, but that madness is divine which raises the soul 
to the heights as stated in its definition; therefore there are four kinds 
of divine madness. The first is the poetic madness, the second is that 
of the mysteries, the third is that of prophecy, and the fourth is that of 
love. Moreover, the poetry is from the Muses, the mystery from D1- 
onysus, the prophecy from Apollo, and the love from Venus. 

Certainly the Soul cannot return to the One unless it itself becomes 
one. But it was created multiple; because it has fallen into the body, it 
is distributed among many functions, and it looks back upon an in- 
finite multiplicity of corporeal things. Hence its higher parts are al- 
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most asleep and its lower parts dominate the others. The former are 
affected by stupefaction, the latter by excitation. But the whole soul 
is filled with discord and dissonance; therefore the first need is for the 
poetic madness, which through musical tones arouses what is sleeping, 
through harmonic sweetness calms what is in turmoil, and finally, 
through the blending of different things, quells dissonant discord and 
tempers the various parts of the soul. 

Nor is that enough, for multiplicity and diversity still remain in the 
soul. There is added therefore the mystery of Dionysus which, by ex- 
piation, sacrifices, and by every form of divine worship, directs the at- 
tention of all the parts to the Mind, by which God is worshipped. 
Whence, since the single parts of the soul have been reorganized into 
one Mind, the soul is now made a single whole out of many, But there 
is needed still a third madness to lead the mind back to the Unity It- 
self, the head of the soul. This Apollo brings about through prophecy, 
for when the soul rises above Mind into Unity, it sees into the future. 

Finally, when the soul has been made one, one, I say, which is in 
itself the very nature and essence of soul, it remains that immediately 
it recovers itself into the One which is above essence, that is, God. This 
the heavenly Venus completes through Love, that is, through the de- 
sire for the divine beauty, and the passion for Good. 

So the first kind of madness tempers dissonant and unharmonious 
parts. The second makes the tempered parts one out of many. The 
third makes it one above all parts; and the fourth into One which is 
above essence and above the whole. 

In the Phaedrus, Plato calls the Mind directed to the divine, the 
charioteer in the soul of man. Oneness of soul is the head of the driver. 
Reason and Opinion, running through natural things, are his good 
steed. Confused Fancy and Sense Appetite are his bad horse. The na- 
ture of the whole soul is called the wheel itself, because its own motion 
like that of a wheel, beginning in itself, finally returns to itself when 
it perceives its own nature, that is, when its contemplation, having be- 
gun from the soul, returns to the same thing. Plato attributes wings to 
the soul, by which it may be borne to the sublime; of these we think 
one is the inquiry by which the mind strives assiduously for the Truth, 
and the other the desire for the Good by which our will is always 1n- 
fluenced, These parts of the soul lose their order when they are con- 
fused by the disturbing body. 

So the first kind of madness separates the good horse, that is, reason 
and opinion, from the bad horse, from confused fancy and sense de- 
sire. The second madness subjects the bad horse to the good, and 
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the good horse to the driver, that is, to the Mind. The third madness 
directs the driver to his own head, that is, to the unity which is the 
head of his Mind. The last madness turns the head of the driver to- 
ward the head of all things; that is, when the driver is blest and is driv- 
ing his horses, that is, accommodating all parts of the soul subject to 
him, toward the stable, that is, toward divine beauty, and presents 
them with ambrosia and, even more, nectar to drink, that is, shows 
them the vision of beauty, and from that vision, happiness. These 
are the functions of the four kinds of madness. About them there is a 
general discussion in the Phaedrus, but specifically about the poetic 
madness in the Ion, and on the amatory madness in the Sympostum. 
The books of Orpheus are all testimony that he was seized by all four 
madnesses. We have already learned that Anacreon and Socrates and 
Sappho were all seized with the amatory madness particularly. 


LOVE IS THE NOBLEST OF ALL THESE 


Chapter XV 


Of all these, the most powerful and most noble is the amatory mad- 
ness. “Most powerful,” I say, because all the others necessarily depend 
upon it. For we achieve neither the poetic, the religious, nor the pro- 
phetic madness without a great zeal, flaming piety, and sedulous wort- 
ship of the divine. But zeal, piety, and worship, what else do we call 
them but love? Therefore all the madnesses depend upon the power 
of Love. It is also most noble, since to it as to an end, the others are re- 
ferred; moreover, it is this which joins us most closely with God. 


Gr 


Anthony Ashley Cooper, 
Third Earl of 


SHAFTESBURY 


With the writings of Shaftesbury a new problem emerges as @ 
crucial one for the philosophy of art, a problem generated by the 
impressive advances of the physical sciences and by the new pht- 
losophy of Descartes and Hobbes, In its simplest terms, the prob- 
lem is how to reconcile science and religion; and in its relevance 
to the philosophy of art the problem is how aesthetic values can 
be defended against the attacks of relativism and mechanistic 
conceptions of the universe. Shaftesbury is not the first to con- 
sider the problem—he inherits and carries further defenses put 
up by the group known as the Cambridge Platonists—but his. 
solutions, though unsystematic, are of the greatest influence on 
both the Continent and England. Both directly and indirectly 
he provides many of the ideas which bear fruit in the German 
philosophies of art of the eighteenth and early nineteenth cen- 
turies, 

Shaftesbury’s writings were gathered together during his life- 
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time and published in three volumes with the general title: Char- 
acteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times. The purpose of 
the essays was, in the words of a recent critic, the “‘reassertion of 
man’s feeling for natural beauty and an attempt to free the hu- 
man spirit from both the asceticism of the Puritans and the crip- 
pling influence of the mechanical philosophy” (Brett, page 61). 
Shaftesbury does this by presenting an organic, spiritualistic in- 
terpretation of nature. He rhapsodizes about nature, its artistic 
organization which implies a divine artist, and its spiritual quali- 
ties which make it beautiful to the human consciousness. In do- 
ing this he rejects mechanistic materialism and opens the way 
for beauty to be asserted as an independent value. Nature is 
beautiful in itself, and man—all men—can appreciate nature 
through a special sensitivity of aesthetic judgment. 

The creative power of nature is mirrored in the creative power 
of the poetic mind; the beauty of nature is recaptured in the 
beauty of artistic creation, Man then, in his artistic efforts, en- 
larges upon and realizes the values of nature. Nature and art are 
corresponding manifestations of divine harmony. But that har- 
mony is seen also in the exercise of taste; judgments of beauty 
are creative too, and in asserting that nature or art is beautiful, 
the critic affirms that he shares a universal appreciation for and 
celebration of value in the cosmos. 

God’s creation of the cosmos is an exercise of a constant plas- 
tic power in which the divine mind molds natural materials. In 
like manner, the artist impresses ideas upon stuff, and hence 
Shaftesbury refers to the artist as “a just Prometheus under 
Jove.” The process of divine and artistic production culminates 
in an organic form which requires interpretation. Art, like na- 
ture, is a composite of symbols wrought by the imagination to 
which Shaftesbury gives the name “emblematic” symbol, and 
which he distinguishes from conventional signs on the one hand 
and iconic signs (i.¢., imitative-signs) on the other. 

Nature manifests not only beauty but also sublimity, and it is 
from Shaftesbury’s interest in the sublime (deriving from Boi- 
leau) that the problem is articulated for Burke and Kant. The 
experience of the sublime provides the religious experience upon 
which man’s positive conception of the infinite rests. For nature 
in its sublime aspects attests to the power and mystery of God as 
well as to His goodness. Since for Shaftesbury the sublime is essen- 
tially an aesthetic and not, as with Kant, a moral experience, 
God in His awful as well as harmonious aspects is known through 
nature as it is evaluated according to an aesthetic faculty. 

If follows, therefore, that man’s sense of his place in the unt- 
verse is due to a judgment about the beautiful. And this judg- 
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ment follows upon an immediate apprehension that must be dis- 
tinguished from the moral, the pleasurable, and the useful. In 
this insistence on the purity and disinterestedness of aesthetic 
judgments Shaftesbury showed Kant the way to a fundamental 
principle in all philosophies of art. Indeed, one reason to include 
Shaftesbury here is because of his extensive influence. But more 
important than that is the vision of a truly philosophic mind. 
Shaftesbury was too much a British writer devoted to the essay 
as an approach to the philosophical to produce a system, Yet the 
very charm of his writing is increased by his inquiring on the 
basis of facts without insisting upon consistent comprehen- 
siveness. His strong conviction that only in observation of reality 
could the ultimate philosophy be found led him, as illustrated in 
the passage below from his unfinished Second Characters, to be 
at once remarkably “modern” and profoundly “classical” in his 
philosophic temperament. Indeed, he succeeded in finding that 
mean which the battle of ancients and moderns demanded. 

(All footnotes have been retained so that readers may return 
to passages in the original text referred to but not included 
here.) 


CHARACTERISTICS 


Freedom of Wit and Humour 


Part IV, Section HI 


And thus, after all, the most natural beauty in the world is honesty 
and moral truth. For all beauty is truth. True features make the 
beauty of a face; and true proportions the beauty of architecture; as 
true measures that of harmony and music. In poetry, which is all fable, 
truth still is the perfection. And whoever is scholar enough to read 
the ancient philosopher, or his modern copyists,1 upon the nature of a 
dramatic and epic poem, will easily understand this account of truth.? 

A painter, if he has any genius, understands the truth and unity of 
design; and knows he is even then unnatural when he follows Nature 


1 The French translator, no doubt, has justly hit our author’s thought, by naming 
in his margin the excellent Bossu Du poéme épique; who in that admirable com- 
ment and explanation of Aristotle, has perhaps not only shown himself the greatest 
of the French critics, but presented the world with a view of ancient literature 
and just writing beyond any other modern of whatever nation. 

2 Misc. iii. ch. ii. and v. ch. i. 
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too close, and strictly copies Life. For his art allows him not to bring 
all nature into his piece, but a part only. However, his piece, if it be 
beautiful, and carries truth, must be a whole, by itself, complete, inde- 
pendent, and withal as great and comprehensive as he can make it. 
So that particulars, on this occasion, must yield to the general design, 
and all things be subservient to that which is principal, in order to 
form a certain easiness of sight, a simple, clear, and united view,? 
which would be broken and disturbed by the expression of any thing 
peculiar or distinct. 


3 The 76 ebotvorrov, as the great Master of arts calls it in his Poetics, ch. xxiii. but 
particularly ch. vii., where he shows “that the 7é xadév, the beautiful, or the sub- 
time, in these above-mentioned arts, is from the expression of greatness with order: 
that is to say, exhibiting the principal or main of what is designed, in the very 
largest proportions in which it is capable of being viewed. For when it is gigantic, 
“tis in a manner out of sight, and can be no way comprehended in that simple 
and united view. As, on the contrary, when a piece is of the miniature kind; when 
it runs into the detail and nice delineation of every little particular; ’tis as it 
were invisible, for the same reason; because the summary beauty, the whole itself, 
cannot be comprehended in that one united view; which is broken and lost by the 
mecessary attraction of the eye to every small and subordinate part. In a poetic 
system, the same regard must be had to the memory as in painting to the eye. 
‘The dramatic kind is confined within the convenient and proper time of a spec- 
tacle. The epic is left more at large. Each work, however, must aim at vastness, 
and be as great, and of as Jong duration as possible; but so as to be comprehended 
{as to the main of it) by one easy glance or retrospect of memory. And this the 
philosopher calls, accordingly, the 7d ebyynudvevrov.” I cannot better translate the 
passage than as I have done in these explanatory lines. For besides what relates to 
mere art, the philosophical sense of the original is so majestic, and the whole 
treatise so masterly, that when I find even the Latin interpreters come so short, 
% should be vain to attempt anything in our language. I would only add a small 
xemark of my own, which may perhaps be noticed by the studiers of statuary and 
painting: that the greatest of the ancient as well as modem artists, were ever 
mclined to follow this rule of the philosopher; and when they erred in their de- 
signs, or draughts, it was on the side of greatness, by running into the unsizable 
and gigantic, rather than into the minute and delicate. Of this, Mich. Angelo, the 
great beginner and founder among the moderns, and Zeuxis the same among 
the ancients, may serve as instances. See Pliny, xxxv. 9, concerning Zeuxis, and the 
motes of Father Hardouin in his edition in usum Delphini, p. 200, on the words, 
deprehenditur tamen Zeuxis, etc. And again Pliny himself upon Euphranor, in the 
same book, ch. 11, p. 226, docilis ac laboriosus ante omnes, et in quocumque 
gencre excellens, ac sibi aequalis. Hic primus videtur expressisse dignitates heroum, 
et usurpasse symmetriam. Sed fuit universitate corporum exilior, capitibus articu- 
lisque grandior. Volumina quoque composuit de symmetria et coloribus, etc. (“A 
good learner and painstaking, uniformly excellent in every branch. He is thought 
to have first done justice to the majesty of heroes and first mastered proportion, 
but his bodies were over-slender, his heads and limbs over-large. He wrote too on 
proportion and colouring.” Pliny, H. N. xxxv. 128.] Vide infra, Advice to an 
Author, part iii. § 3, in the notes. 
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Now the variety of Nature is such, as to distinguish everything she 
forms, by a peculiar original character, which, if strictly observed, will. 
make the subject appear unlike to anything extant in the world be- 
sides. But this effect the good poet and painter seek industriously te 
prevent. They hate minuteness, and are afraid of singularity; which 
would make their images, or characters, appear capricious and fan- 
tastical. The mere face-painter, indeed, has little in common with the 
poet; but, like the mere historian, copies what he sees, and minutely 
traces every feature and odd mark. "Tis otherwise with the men of 
invention and design. ’Tis from the many objects of nature, and not 
from a particular one, that those geniuses form the idea of their work. 
Thus the best artists are said to have been indefatigable in studying 
the best statues: as esteeming them a better rule than the perfectest 
human bodies could afford. And thus some considerable wits* have 
recommended the best poems as preferable to the best of histories: and 
better teaching the truth of characters and nature of mankind. 

Nor can this criticism be thought high-strained. Though few com 
fine themselves to these rules, few are insensible of them. Whatever 
quarter we may give to our vicious poets, or other composers of irregu- 
lar and short-lived works, we know very well that the standing pieces 
of good artists must be formed after a more uniform way. Every just 
work of theirs comes under those natural rules of proportion and truth. 
The creature of their brain must be like one of Nature’s formation. It 
must have a body and parts proportionable; or the very vulgar will not 
fail to criticise the work when it has neither head nor tail. For so 
common sense (according to just philosophy) judges of those works 
which want the justness of a whole, and show their author, however 
curious and exact in particulars, to be in the main a very bungler— 


Infelix operis summa, quia ponere totum 
Nesciet.5 


Such is poetical and such (if I may so call it) graphical or plastic 
truth. Narrative or historical truth must needs be highly estimable; 
especially when we consider how mankind, who are become so deeply 
interested in the subject, have suffered by the want of clearness in it. 


4 Thus the great Master himself in his Poetics above cited, viil., 5d cal gedovegwre- 
pov xal oxovoatérepov rolnots ioroplas torw’ 4 uty yap rolnots waddov 7d Kabbdov, 4 3” 
loropla ra xad’ &acrov Néyer. [“Poetry is both a more philosophic and a more 
real thing than history; for poetry tells rather the universal, history the par- 
ticular.”—Arist. Poet. xcvi.] 

8 Hor. De Arte Poet. 34. 
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Tis itself a part of moral truth. To be a judge in one, requires a judg- 
ment in the other. The morals, the character, and genius of an author 
must be thoroughly considered; and the historian or relator of things 
important to mankind must, whoever he be, approve himself many 
ways to us, both in respect of his judgment, candour, and disinterest- 
edness, ere we are bound to take anything on his authority. And as for 
critical truth,® or the judgment and determination of what commen- 
tators, translators, paraphrasts, grammarians and others have, on this 
occasion, delivered to us; in the midst of such variety of style, such 
different readings, such interpolations and corruptions in the originals; 
such mistakes of copyists, transcribers, editors, and a hundred such 
accidents to which ancient books are subject; it becomes, upon the 
whole, a matter of nice speculation, considering withal that the 
reader, though an able linguist, must be supported by so many other 
helps from chronology, natural philosophy, geography, and other sct- 
ences. 

And thus many previous truths are to be examined and understood 
in order to judge rightly of historical truth, and of the past actions and 
circumstances of mankind, as delivered to us by ancient authors of 
different nations, ages, times, and different in their characters and in- 
terests. Some moral and philosophical truths there are withal so evi- 
dent in themselves, that ’twould be easier to imagine half mankind to 
have run mad, and joined precisely in one and the same species of 
folly, than to admit anything as truth which should be advanced 
against such natural knowledge, fundamental reason, and common 
sense. 


The Moralists 
Part III, Section II 


Methinks, said he, Philocles (changing to a familiar voice), we had 
better leave these unsociable places whither our fancy has trans- 
ported us, and return to ourselves here again in our more conversable 
woods and temperate climates. Here no fierce heats nor colds annoy 
us, no precipices nor cataracts amaze us. Nor need we here be afraid of 
our own voices whilst we hear the notes of such a cheerful choir, and 
find the echoes rather agreeable and inviting us to talk. 

I confess, said I, those foreign nymphs (if there were any belonging 
to those miraculous woods) were much too awful beauties to please 


6 Misc. v. ch. iil. 
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me. I found our familiar home-nymphs a great deal more to my hu- 
mour. Yet for all this, I cannot help being concerned for your break- 
ing off just when we were got half the world over, and wanted 
only to take America in our way home. Indeed, as for Europe, 
I could excuse your making any great tour there, because of the little 
variety it would afford us. Besides that, it would be hard to see it in 
any view without meeting still that politic face of affairs which would 
too much disturb us in our philosophical flights. But for the western 
tract, I cannot imagine why you should neglect such noble subjects as 
are there, unless perhaps the gold and silver, to which I find you such 
a bitter enemy, frighted you from a mother-soil so full of it. If these 
countries had been as bare of those metals as old Sparta, we might 
have heard more perhaps of the Perus and Mexicos than of all Asia 
and Africa. We might have had creatures, plants, woods, mountains, 
rivers, beyond any of those we have passed. How sorry am I to lose the 
noble Amazon! How sorry 

Here, as I would have proceeded, I saw so significant a smile on 
Theocles’s face that it stopped me, out of curiosity, to ask him his 
thought. 

Nothing, said he; nothing but this very subject itself. Go on—I see 
you'll finish it for me. The spirit of this sort of prophecy has seized you. 
And Philocles, the cold indifferent Philocles, is become a pursuer of 
the same mysterious beauty. 

"Tis true, said I, Theocles, I own it. Your genius, the genius of the 
place, and the Great Genius have at last prevailed. I shall no longer 
resist the passion growing in me for things of a natural kind, where 
neither art nor the conceit or caprice of man has spoiled their genuine 
order by breaking in upon that primitive state. Even the rude rocks, 
the mossy caverns, the irregular unwrought grottos and broken falls of 
waters, with all the horrid graces of the wilderness itself, as represent- 
ing Nature more, will be the more engaging, and appear with a mag- 
nificence beyond the formal mockery of princely gardens. . . . But 
tell me, I entreat you, how comes it that, excepting a few philosophers 
of your sort, the only people who are enamoured in this way, and seek 
the woods, the rivers, or seashores, are your poor vulgar lovers? 

Say not this, replied he, of lovers only. For is it not the same with 
poets, and all those other students in nature and the arts which copy 
after her? In short, is not this the real case of all who are lovers either 
of the Muses or the Graces? 

However, said I, all those who are deep in this romantic way are 
looked upon, you know, as a people either plainly out of their wits, 
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or overrun with melancholy and enthusiasm.1 We always endeavour 
to recall them from these solitary places. And I must own that often 
when I have found my fancy run this way, I have checked myself, not 
knowing what it was possessed me, when I was passionately struck 
‘with objects of this kind. 

No wonder, replied he, if we are at a loss when we pursue the 
shadow for the substance. For if we may trust to what our reasoning 
has taught us, whatever in Nature is beautiful or charming is only the 
faint shadow of that first beauty. So that every real love depending on 
the mind, and being only the contemplation of beauty either as it 
really is in itself or as it appears imperfectly in the objects which strike 
the sense, how can the rational mind rest here, or be satisfied with the 
absurd enjoyment which reaches the sense alone? 

From this time forward then, said I, I shall no more have reason to 
fear those beauties which strike a sort of melancholy, like the places we 
have named, or like these solemn groves. No more shall I avoid the 
moving accents of soft music, or fly from the enchanting features of 
the fairest human face. 

If you are already, replied he, such a proficient in this new love that 
you are sure never to admire the representative beauty except for the 
sake of the original, nor aim at other enjoyment than of the rational 
kind, you may then be confident. I am so, and presume accordingly to 
answer for myself. However, I should not be ill satisfied if you ex- 
plained yourself a little better as to this mistake of mine you seem to 
fear. Would it be any help to tell you, “That the absurdity lay in seek- 
ing the enjoyment elsewhere than in the subject loved”? The matter, 
I must confess, is still mysterious. Imagine then, good Philocles, if be- 
ing taken with the beauty of the ocean, which you see yonder at a dis- 
tance, it should come into your head to seek how to command it, and, 
like some mighty admiral, ride master of the sea, would not the fancy 
be a little absurd? 

Absurd enough, in conscience. The next thing I should do, ’tis 
likely, upon this frenzy, would be to hire some bark and go in nuptial 
ceremony, Venetian-like, to wed the gulf, which I might call perhaps 
as properly my own. 

Let who will call it theirs, replied Theocles, you will own the enjoy- 
ment of this kind to be very different from that which should naturally 
follow from the contemplation of the ocean’s beauty. The bridegroom- 
Doge, who in his stately Bucentaur floats on the bosom of his Thetis, 


1 See Letter of Enthusiasm, towards the end. See also above, Inquiry, bk. i. part 
tii. § 3; and Mise. ii. ch, 1. 
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has less possession than the poor shepherd, who from a hanging rock 
or point of some high promontory, stretched at his ease, forgets his 
feeding flocks, while he admires her beauty. But to come nearer home, 
and make the question still more familiar. Suppose (my Philocles) 
that, viewing such a tract of country as this delicious vale we see be- 
neath us, you should, for the enjoyment of the prospect, require the 
property or possession of the land. 

The covetous fancy, replied I, would be as absurd altogether as that 
other ambitious one. 

O Philocles! said he, may I bring this yet a little nearer, and will you 
follow me once more? Suppose that, being charmed as you seem to be 
with the beauty of those trees under whose shade we rest, you should 
long for nothing so much as to taste some delicious fruit of theirs; and 
having obtained of Nature some certain relish by which these acorns 
or berries of the wood became as palatable as the figs or peaches of 
the garden, you should afterwards, as oft as you revisited these groves, 
seek hence the enjoyment of them by satiating yourself in these 
new delights. 

The fancy of this kind, replied I, would be sordidly luxurious, and 
as absurd, in my opinion, as either of the former. 

Can you not then, on this occasion, said he, call to mind some other 
forms of a fair kind among us, where the admiration of beauty 1s apt 
to lead to as irregular a consequence? 

I feared, said I, indeed, where this would end, and was apprehensive 
you would force me at last to think of certain powerful forms in hu- 
man kind which draw after them a set of eager desires, wishes, and 
hopes; no way suitable, I must confess, to your rational and refined 
contemplation of beauty. The proportions of this living architecture, 
as wonderful as they are, inspire nothing of a studious or contempla- 
tive kind. The more they are viewed, the further they are from satisfy- 
ing by mere view. Let that which satisfies be ever so disproportion- 
able an effect, or ever so foreign to its cause, censure it as you please. 
you must allow, however, that it is natural. So that you, Theocles, for 
aught I see, are become the accuser of Nature by condemning a natu- 
ral enjoyment. 

Far be it from us both, said he, to condemn a joy which is from Na- 
ture. But when we spoke of the enjoyment of these woods and pros- 
pects, we understood by it a far different kind from that of the inferior 
creatures, who, rifling in these places, find here their choicest food. 
Yet we too live by tasteful food, and feel those other joys of sense im 
common with them, But ‘twas not here (my Philocles) that we had 
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agreed to place our good, nor consequently our enjoyment. We who 
were rational, and had minds, methought, should place it rather in 
those minds which were indeed abused, and cheated of their real good, 
when drawn to seek absurdly the enjoyment of it in the objects of 
sense, and not in those objects they might properly call their own, in 
which kind, as I remember, we comprehended all which was truly fair, 
generous, or good. 

So that beauty, said I, and good with you, Theocles, I perceive, are 
still ? one and the same. 

‘Tis so, said he. And thus are we retumed again to the subject of 
our yesterday’s morning conversation. Whether I have made good my 
promise to you in showing® the true good, I know not. But so, doubt- 
less, I should have done with good success had I been able in my po- 
etic ecstasies, or by any other efforts, to have led you into some deep 
view of Nature and the sovereign genius. We then had proved the 
force of divine beauty, and formed in ourselves an object capable and 
worthy of real enjoyment. 

O Theocles! said I, well do I remember now the terms in which you 
engaged me that morning when vou bespoke my love of this myster!- 
ous beauty. You have indeed made good your part of the condition, 
and may now claim me for a proselyte. If there be any seeming ex- 
travagance in the case I must comfort myself the best I can, and con- 
sider that all sound love and admiration is enthusiasm:* “The trans- 
ports of poets, the sublime of orators, the rapture of musicians, the 
high strains of the virtuosi—all mere enthusiasm! Even learning itself, 
the love of arts and curiosities, the spirit of travellers and adventurers, 
gallantry, war, heroism—all, all enthusiasm!” "Tis enough; I am con- 
tent to be this new enthusiast in a way unknown to me before. 

And I, replied Theocles, am content you should call this love of 
ours enthusiasm, allowing it the privilege of its fellow-passions. For 1s 
there a fair and plausible enthusiasm, a reasonable ecstasy and trans- 
port allowed to other subjects, such as architecture, painting, music; 
and shall it be exploded here? Are there senses by which all those 
other graces and perfections are perceived, and none by which this 
higher perfection and grace is comprehended? Is it so preposterous to 
bring that enthusiasm hither, and transfer it from those secondary and 
scanty objects to this original and comprehensive one? Observe how 
the case stands in all those other subjects of art or science. What difh- 


2 Moralists, part i. § 1. 
3 


1b. 
4 Letter of Enthustasm, towards the end. 
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culty to be in any degree knowing! How long ere a true taste is 
gained! How many things shocking, how many offensive at first, which 
afterwards are known and acknowledged the highest beauties! For ’tis 
not instantly we acquire the sense by which these beauties are discov- 
erable. Labour and pains are required, and time to cultivate a natural 
genius ever so apt or forward. But who is there once thinks of cultivat- 
ing this soil, or of improving any sense or faculty which Nature may 
have given of this kind? And is it a wonder we should be dull then, as 
we are, confounded and at a loss in these affairs, blind as to this higher 
scene, these nobler representations? Which way should we come to 
understand better? which way be knowing in these beauties? Is study, 
science, or learning necessary to understand all beauties else? And 
for the sovereign beauty, is there no skill or science required? In paint- 
ing there are shades and masterly strokes which the vulgar understand 
not, but find fault with; in architecture there is the rustic; in music 
the chromatic kind, and skilful mixture of dissonancies: and is there 
nothing which answers to this in the whole? 

I must confess, said I, I have hitherto been one of those vulgar who 
could never relish the shades, the rustic, or the dissonancies you talk 
of. J have never dreamt of such masterpieces in Nature. "Twas my way 
to censure freely on the first view. But I perceive I am now obliged to 
go far in the pursuit of beauty, which lies very absconded and deep; 
and if so, I am well assured that my enjoyments hitherto have been 
very shallow. I have dwelt, it seems, all this while upon the surface, 
and enjoyed only a kind of slight superficial beauties, having never 
gone in search of beauty itself, but of what I fancied such. Like the 
rest of the unthinking world, I took for granted that what I liked was 
beautiful, and what I rejoiced in was my good, I never scrupled loving 
what I fancied, and aiming only at the enjoyment of what I loved; I 
never troubled myself with examining what the subjects were, nor ever 
hesitated about their choice. 

Begin then, said he, and choose. See what the subjects are, and 
which you would prefer, which honour with your admiration, love, 
and esteem. For by these again you will be honoured in your tum. 
Such, Philocles, as is the worth of these companions, such will your 
worth be found. As there is emptiness or fulness here, so will there be 
in your enjoyment. See therefore where fulness is, and where empti- 
ness. Sce in what subject resides the chief excellence, where beauty 
reigns, where ’tis entire, perfect, absolute; where broken, imperfect, 
short. View these terrestrial beauties and whatever has the appearance 
of excellence and is able to attract. See that which either really is, or 
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stands as in the room of fair, beautiful, and good. “A mass of metal, a 
tract of land, a number of slaves, a pile of stones, a human body of 
certain lineaments and proportions.” Is this the highest of the kind? Is 
beauty founded then in body only, and not in action, life, or oper- 
ation? ... 

Hold! hold! said I, good Theocles, you take this in too high a key 
above my reach. If you would have me accompany you, pray lower 
this strain a little, and talk in a more familiar way. 

Thus then, said he (smiling), whatever passion you may have for 
other beauties, I know, good Philocles, you are no such admirer of 
‘wealth in any kind as to allow much beauty to it, especially in a rude 
heap or mass. But in medals, coins, embossed work, statues, and 
‘well-fabricated pieces, of whatever sort, you can discover beauty and 
admire the kind. True, said I, but not for the metal’s sake. "Tis not 
then the metal or matter which is beautiful with you? No. But the art? 
Certainly. The art then is the beauty? Right. And the art is that which 
beautifies? The same. So that the beautifying, not the beautified, is 
the really beautiful? It seems so. For that which is beautified, is beauti- 
ful only by the accession of something beautifying, and by the recess 
or withdrawing of the same, it ceases to be beautiful? Be it. In respect 
of bodies therefore, beauty comes and goes? So we see. Nor is the body 
atself any cause either of its coming or staying? None. So that there is 
no principle of beauty in body? None at all. For body can no way be 
the cause of beauty to itself? No way. Nor govern nor regulate itself? 
Nor yet this. Nor mean nor intend itself? Nor this neither. Must not 
that, therefore, which means and intends for it, regulates and orders 
it, be the principle of beauty to it? Of necessity. And what must that 
be? Mind, I suppose, for what can it be else? 

Here then, said he, is all I would have explained to you before. 
“That the beautiful, the fair, the comely, were never in the matter, 
but in the art and design; never in body itself, but in the form or 
forming power.” Does not the beautiful form confess this, and speak 
the beauty of the design whenever it strikes you? What is it but the 
design which strikes? What is it you admire but mind, or the effect of 
mind? "Tis mind alone which forms. All which is void of mind is hor- 
rid, and matter formless is deformity itself. 

Of all forms then, said I, those (according to your scheme) are the 
most amiable, and in the first order of beauty, which have a power of 
making other forms themselves. From whence methinks they may be 
styled the forming forms. So far I can easily concur with you, and 
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gladly give the advantage to the human form, above those other 
beauties of man’s formation. The palaces, equipages and estates shall 
never in my account be brought in competition with the onginal liv- 
ing forms of flesh and blood. And for the other, the dead forms of Na- 
ture, the metals and stones, however precious and dazzling, I am re- 
solved to resist their splendour, and make abject things of them, even 
in their highest pride, when they pretend to set off human beauty, 
and are ofhciously brought in aid of the fair. . 

Do you not see then, replied Theocles, that you have established 
three degrees or orders of beauty? As how? Why first, the dead forms, 
as you properly have called them, which bear a fashion, and are 
formed, whether by man or Nature, but have no forming power, no 
action, or intelligence. Right. Next, and as the second kind, the forms 
which form, that is, which have intelligence, action, and operation. 
Right still. Here therefore is double beauty. For here is both the form 
(the effect of mind) and mind itself. The first kind low and despi- 
cable in respect of this other, from whence the dead form receives its 
lustre and force of beauty. For what is a mere body, though a human 
one, and ever so exactly fashioned, if inward form be wanting, and 
the mind be monstrous or imperfect, as in an idiot or savage? This 
too I can apprehend, said I, but where is the third order? 

Have patience, replied he, and see first whether you have discovered 
the whole force of this second beauty. How else should you under- 
stand the force of love, or have the power of enjoyment? Tell me, I 
beseech you, when first you named these the forming forms, did you 
think of no other productions of theirs besides the dead kinds, such as 
the palaces, the coins, the brazen or the marble figures of men? Or did 
you think of something nearer life? 

I could easily, said I, have added, that these forms of ours had a vir- 
tue of producing other living forms like themselves. But this virtue of 
theirs, I thought, was from another form above them, and could not 
properly be called their virtue or art, if in reality there was a superior 
art or something artist-like, which guided their hand, and made tools 
of them in this specious work. 

Happily thought, said he; you have prevented a censure which I 
hardly imagined you could escape. And here you have unawares dis- 
covered that third order of beauty, which forms not only such as we 
call mere forms but even the forms which form. For we ourselves are 
notable architects in matter, and can show lifeless bodies brought into 
form, and fashioned by our own hands, but that which fashions even 
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minds themselves, contains in itself all the beauties fashioned by those 
minds, and is consequently the principle, source, and fountain of all 
beauty. 

It seems so. 

Therefore whatever beauty appears in our second order of forms, or 
whatever is derived or produced from thence, all this is eminently, 
principally, and originally in this last order of supreme and sovereign 
beauty. 

True. 

Thus architecture, music, and all which is of human invention, re- 
solves itself into this last order. 

Right, said I; and thus all the enthusaisms of other kinds resolve 
themselves into ours. The fashionable kinds borrow from us, and are 
nothing without us. We have undoubtedly the honour of being 
originals. 

Now therefore say again, replied Theocles: whether are those fab- 
rics of architecture, sculpture, and the rest of that sort the greatest 
beauties which man forms, or are there greater and better? None 
which I know, replied J. Think, think again, said he; and setting aside 
those productions which just now you excepted against, as master- 
pieces of another hand; think what there are which more immediately 
proceed from us, and may more truly be termed our issue. I am barren, 
said I, for this trme; you must be plainer yet, in helping me to con- 
ceive. How can I help you? replied he. Would you have me be con- 
scious for you, of that which is immediately your own, and is solely in 
and from yourself? You mean my sentiments, said I. Certainly, re- 
plied he, and together with your sentiments, your resolutions, princi- 
ples, determinations, actions; whatsoever is handsome and noble in 
the kind; whatever flows from your good understanding, sense, knowl- 
edge, and will; whatever is engendered in your heart (good Phil- 
ocles!) or derives itself from your parent-mind, which, unlike to other 
parents, is never spent or exhausted, but gains strength and vigour by 
producing. So you, my friend, have proved it, by many a work, not 
suffering that fertile part to remain idle and unactive. Hence those 
good parts, which from a natural genius you have raised by due im- 
provement. And here, as I cannot but admire the pregnant genius 
and parent-beauty, so am I satisfied of the offspring, that it is and will 
be ever beautiful. 

I took the compliment, and wished (I told him) the case were really 
as he imagined, that I might justly merit his esteem and love. My 
study therefore should be to grow beautiful, in his way of beauty, and 
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from this time forward I would do all I could to propagate that lovely 
race of mental children, happily sprung from such a high enjoyment 
and from a union with what was fairest and best. But ’tis you, The- 
ocles, continued I, must help my labouring mind, and be as it were the 
midwife to those conceptions; which else, I fear, will prove abortive. 

You do well, replied he, to give me the midwife’s part only; for the 
mind conceiving of itself, can only be, as you say, assisted in the birth. 
Its pregnancy is from its nature. Nor could it ever have been thus im- 
pregnated by any other mind than that which formed it at the begin- 
ning; and which, as we have already proved, is original to all mental as 
well as other beauty. 

Do you maintain then, said I, that these mental children, the no- 
tions and principles of fair, just, and honest, with the rest of these 
ideas, are innate? 

Anatomists, said he, tell us that the eggs, which are principles in 
body, are innate, being formed already in the foetus before the birth. 
But when it is, whether before, or at, or after the birth, or at what 
time after, that either these or other principles, organs of sensation, 
or sensations themselves, are first formed in us, is a matter, doubtless, 
of curious speculation, but of no great importance. The question is, 
whether the principles spoken of are from art or Nature? If from Na- 
ture purely, ’tis no matter for the time; nor would I contend with you 
though you should deny life itself to be innate, as imagining it fol- 
lowed rather than preceded the moment of birth. But this I am certain 
of, that life and the sensations which accompany life, come when 
they will, are from mere Nature, and nothing else. Therefore if you 
dislike the word innate, let us change it, if you will, for instinct, and 
call instinct that which Nature teaches, exclusive of art, culture, or 
discipline. 

Content, said I. 

Leaving then, replied he, those admirable speculations to the vir- 
tuosi, the anatomists, and school divines, we may safely aver, with all 
their consents, that the several organs, particularly those of generation, 
are formed by Nature. Whether is there also from Nature, think you, 
any instinct for the after use of them? or whether must learning and 
experience imprint this use? "Tis imprinted, said I, enough in con- 
science. The impression or instinct is so strong in the case, that ’twould 
be absurdity not to think it natural, as well in our own species as in 
other creatures, amongst whom (as you have already taught me) not 
only the mere engendering of the young, but the various and almost 
infinite means and methods of providing for them, are all foreknown, 
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For thus much we may indeed discern in the preparatory labours and 
atts of these wild creatures, which demonstrate their anticipating 
fancies, pre-conceptions, cr pre-sensations, if I may use a word you 
taught me yesterday. 

I allow your expression, said Theocles, and will endeavour to show 
you that the same pre-conceptions, of a higher degree, have place in 
human kind. Do so, said I, I entreat you; for so far am I from finding 
in myself these pre-conceptions of fair and beautiful, in your sense, 
that methinks, till now of late, I have hardly known of anything like 
them in Nature. How then, said he, would you have known that out- 
ward fair and beautiful of human kind, if such an object (a fair fleshly 
one) in all its beauty had for the first time appeared to you, by your- 
self, this morning, in these groves? Or do you think perhaps you 
should have been unmoved, and have found no difference between 
this form and any other, if first you had not been instructed? 

I have hardly any right, replied I, to plead this last opinion, after 
what I have owned just before. 

Well then, said he, that I may appear to take no advantage against 
you, I quit the dazzling form which carries such a force of complicated 
beauties, and am contented to consider separately each of those sim- 
ple beauties, which taken all together create this wonderful effect. For 
you will allow, without doubt, that in respect of bodies, whatever is 
commonly said of the unexpressible, the unintelligible, the I-know- 
not-what of beauty, there can lie no mystery here, but what plainly be- 
longs either to figure, colour, motion or sound. Omitting therefore 
the three latter, and their dependent charms, let us view the charm in 
what is simplest of all, mere figure. Nor need we go so high as sculp- 
ture, architecture, or the designs of those who from this study of 
beauty have raised such delightful arts. “Tis enough if we consider the 
simplest of figures, as either a round ball, a cube, or dye. Why is even 
an infant pleased with the first view of these proportions? Why is the 
sphere or globe, the cylinder and obelisk preferred; and the irregular 
figures, in respect of these, rejected and despised? 

I am ready, replied I, to own there is in certain figures a natural 
beauty,® which the eye finds as soon as the object is presented to it. 

Is there then, said he, a natural beauty of figures? and is there not as 
natural a one of actions? No sooner the eye opens upon figures, the 
ear to sounds, than straight the beautiful results and grace and har- 


5 Inquiry, bk. i. part ii. § 3. 
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mony are known and acknowledged. No sooner are actions viewed, no 
sooner the human affections and passions discerned (and they are 
most of them as soon discerned as felt) than straight an inward eye 
distinguishes, and sees the fair and shapely, the amiable and admira- 
ble, apart from the deformed, the foul, the odious, or the despicable. 
How is it possible therefore not to own “that as these distinctions have 
their foundation in Nature, the discernment itself is natural, and from 
Nature alone”? 

If this, I told him, were as he represented it, there could never, I 
thought, be any disagreement among men concerning actions and be- 
haviour, as which was base, which worthy; which handsome, and 
which deformed. But now we found perpetual variance among man- 
kind, whose differences were chiefly founded on this disagreement in 
opinion; “The one affirming, the other denying that this, or that, was 
fit or decent.” 

Even by this, then, replied he, it appears there is fitness and de- 
cency in actions; since the fit and decent is in this controversy ever 
pre-supposed. And whilst men are at odds about the subjects, the 
thing itself is universally agreed. For neither is there agreement in 
judgments about other beauties. "Tis controverted “which is the finest 
pile, the loveliest shape or face”: but without controversy ’tis allowed 
“there is a beauty of each kind.” This no one goes about to teach: nor 
is it learnt by any, but confessed by all. All own the standard, rule, 
and measure: but in applying it to things disorder arises, ignorance 
prevails, interest and passion breed disturbance. Nor can it otherwise 
happen in the affairs of life, whilst that which interests and engages 
men as good, is thought different from that which they admire and 
praise as honest. But with us, Philocles, ’tis better settled, since for our 
parts we have already decreed “that beauty and good are still the 
same.” 

I remember, said I, what you forced me to acknowledge more than 
once before. And now, good Theocles, that I am become so willing a 
disciple, I want not so much to be convinced, methinks, as to be con- 
firmed and strengthened. And I hope this last work may prove your 
easiest task. 

Not unless you help in it yourself, replied Theocles, for this is neces- 
sary as well as becoming. It had been indeed shameful for you to have 
yielded without making good resistance. To help oneself to be con- 
vinced is to prevent reason, and bespeak error and delusion. But upon 
fair conviction to give our heart up to the evident side, and reinforce 
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the impression, this is to help reason heartily. And thus we may be said 
honestly to persuade ourselves. Show me then how I may best per- 
suade myself. 

Have courage, said he, Philocles (raising his voice), be not of- 
fended that I say, have courage! "Tis cowardice alone betrays us. For 
whence can false shame be, except from cowardice? To be ashamed of 
what one is sure can never be shameful, must needs be from the want 
of resolution. We seek the right and wrong in things; we examine what 
is honourable, what shameful; and having at last determined, we dare 
not stand to our own judgment, and are ashamed to own there is 
really a shameful and an honourable. “Hear me” (says one who pre- 
tends to value Philocles, and be valued by him), “there can be no 
such thing as real valuableness or worth; nothing in itself estimable or 
amiable, odious or shameful. All is opinion. "Tis opinion which makes 
beauty, and unmakes it. The graceful or ungraceful in things, the de- 
corum and its contrary, the amiable and unamiable, vice, virtue, hon- 
our, shame, all this is founded in opinion only. Opinion is the law and 
measure. Nor has opinion any rule besides mere chance, which varies 
it, as custom varies; and makes now this, now that, to be thought 
worthy, according to the reign of fashion and the ascendant power of 
education.” What shall we say to such a one? How represent to him 
his absurdity and extravagance? Will he desist the sooner? Or shall we 
ask, what shame, of one who acknowledges no shameful? Yet he de- 
rides, and cries, ridiculous! By what right? what title? For thus, if I 
were Philocles, would I defend myself: “Am I ndiculous? As how? 
What is ridiculous? Everything? or nothing?” Ridiculous indeed! But 
something, then, something there is ridiculous; and the notion, it 
seems, 1s night, “of a shameful and ridiculous in things.” 

How then shall we apply the notion? For this being wrong applied, 
cannot itself but be ridiculous. Or will he who cries shame refuse to 
acknowledge any in his turn? Does he not blush, nor seem disconn- 
tenanced on any occasion? If he does, the case is very distinct from 
that of mere grief or fear. The disorder he feels is from a sense of what 
is shameful and odious in itself, not of what is hurtful or dangerous in 
its consequences. For the greatest danger in the world can never breed 
shame; nor can the opinion of all the world compel us to it, where 
our own opinion is not a party. We may be afraid of appearing impu- 
dent, and may therefore feign a modesty. But we can never really 
blush for anything beside what we think truly shameful, and what we 
should still blush for were we ever so secure as to our interest, and out 
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of the reach of all inconvenience which could happen to us from the 
thing we were ashamed of. 

Thus, continued he, should I be able by anticipation to defend my- 
self, and looking narrowly into men’s lives, and that which influ- 
enced them on all occasions, I should have testimony enough to make 
me say within myself, “Let who will be my adversary in this opinion, 
I shall find him some way or other prepossessed with that of which he 
would endeavour to dispossess me.” Has he gratitude or resentment, 
pride or shame? Whichever way it be, he acknowledges a sense of just 
and unjust, worthy and mean. If he be grateful or expects gratitude, I 
ask “why? and on what account?” If he be angry, if he indulges re- 
venge, I ask “how? and in what case? Revenged of what? of a stone, or 
madman?” Who is so mad? “But for what? For a chance hurt? an ac- 
cident against thought or intention?” Who is so unjust? Therefore 
there is just and unjust; and belonging to it a natural presumption or 
anticipation on which the resentment or anger is founded. For what 
else should make the wickedest of mankind often prefer the interest of 
their revenge to all other interests, and even to life itself, except only 
a sense of wrong natural to all men, and a desire to prosecute that 
wrong at any rate? Not for their own sakes, since they sacrifice their 
very being to it, but out of hatred to the imagined wrong and from a 
certain love of justice, which even in unjust men is by this example 
shown to be beyond the love of life itself. 

Thus as to pride, I ask, “why proud? why conceited? and of what? 
Does any one who has pride think meanly or indifferently of himself?” 
No; but honourably. And how this, if there be no real honour or dig- 
nity pre-supposed? For self-valuation supposes self-worth; and in a 
person conscious of real worth, is either no pride, or a just and noble 
one. In the same manner self-contempt supposes a self-meanness or 
defectiveness; and may be either a just modesty or unjust humility. 
But this is certain, that whoever is proud must be proud of something. 
And we know that men of thorough pride will be proud even in the 
meanest circumstances, and when there is no visible subject for them 
to be proud of. But they descry a ment in themselves which others 
cannot: and ’tis this merit they admire. No matter whether it be really 
in them, as they imagine, it is a worth still, an honour or merit which 
they admire, and would do, wherever they saw it, in any subject be- 
sides. For then it is, then only, that they are humbled, “when they see 
in a more eminent degree in others what they respect and admire 
so much in themselves.” And thus as long as I find men either angry 
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or revengeful, proud or ashamed, I am safe. For they conceive an 
honourable and dishonourable, a foul and fair, as well as JI. No matter 
where they place it, or how they are mistaken in it, this hinders not 
my being satisfied “that the thing is, and is universally acknowledged; 
that it is of nature’s impression, naturally conceived, and by no art or 
counter-nature to be eradicated or destroyed.” 

And now, what say you, Philocles (continued he), to this defence I 
have been making for you? "Tis grounded, as you see, on the supposi- 
tion of your being deeply engaged in this philosophical cause. But 
perhaps you have yet many difficulties to get over, ere you can so far 
take part with beauty as to make this to be your good. 

I have no difficulty so great, said I, as not to be easily removed. My 
inclinations lead me strongly this way, for I am ready enough to yield 
there is no real good beside the enjoyment of beauty. And I am as 
ready, replied Theocles, to yield there is no real enjoyment of beauty 
beside what is good. Excellent! but upon reflection I fear I am little 
beholden to you for your concession. As how? Because should I offer 
to contend for any enjoyment of beauty out of your mental way, you 
would, I doubt, call such enjoyment of mine absurd, as you did once 
before. Undoubtedly I should. For what is it should enjoy or be 
capable of enjoyment, except mind? or shall we say, body enjoys? By 
the help of sense, perhaps, not otherwise. Is beauty, then, the object 
of sense? Say how? Which way? For otherwise the help of sense 1s 
nothing in the case; and if body be of itself incapable, and sense no 
help to it to apprehend or enjoy beauty, there remains only the mind 
which is capable either to apprehend or to enjoy. 

True, said I, but show me, then, “Why beauty may not be the ob- 
ject of the sense?” Show me first, I entreat you, “Why, where, or in 
what you fancy it may be so?” Is it not beauty which first excites the 
sense, and feeds it afterwards in the passion we call love? Say in the 
same manner, “That it is beauty first excites the sense, and feeds it 
afterwards in the passion we call hunger.” . . . You will not say it. 
The thought, I perceive, displeases you. As great as the pleasure is of 
good eating, you disdain to apply the notion of beauty to the good 
dishes which create it. You would hardly have applauded the pre- 
posterous fancy of some luxurious Romans of old, who could relish a 
fricassee the better for hearing it was composed of birds which wore a 
beautiful feather or had sung deliciously. Instead of being incited by 
such a historical account of meats, you would be apt, I believe, to have 
less appetite the more you searched their origin, and descended into 
the kitchen science, to learn the several forms and changes they had 
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undergone ere they were served at this elegant voluptuous table. But 
though the kitchen forms be ever so disgraceful, you will allow that 
the materials of the kitchen, such, for instance, as the garden furnishes, 
are really fair and beautiful in their kind, Nor will you deny beauty to 
the wild field, or to these flowers which grow around us on this ver- 
dant couch. And yet, as lovely as are these forms of Nature, the shin- 
ing grass or silvered moss, the flowery thyme, wild rose or honeysuckle; 
‘tis not their beauty allures the neighbouring herds, delights the brows- 
ing fawn or kid, and spreads the joy we see amidst the feeding flocks; 
‘tis not the form rejoices, but that which is beneath the form; ‘tis sa- 
vouriness attracts, hunger impels, and thirst better allayed by the clear 
brook than the thick puddle, makes the fair nymph to be preferred, 
whose form is otherwise slighted. For never can the form be of real 
force where it is uncontemplated, unjudged of, unexamined, and 
stands only as the accidental note or token of what appeases provoked 
sense, and satisfies the brutish part. Are you persuaded of this, good 
Philocles? or, rather than not give brutes the advantage of enjoyment, 
will you allow them also a mind and rational part? 

Not so, I told him. 

If brutes, therefore, said he, be incapable of knowing and enjoying 
beauty, as being brutes, and having sense only (the brutish part) for 
their own share, it follows “that neither can man by the same sense or 
brutish part conceive or enjoy beauty; but all the beauty and good he 
enjoys is in a nobler way, and by the help of what is noblest, his mind 
and reason.” Here lies his dignity and highest interest, here his ca- 
pacity toward good and happiness. His ability or incompetency, his 
power of enjoyment or his impotence, is founded in this alone. As this 
is sound, fair, noble, worthy, so are its subjects, acts and employments. 
For as the riotous mind, captive to sense, can never enter in competi- 
tion, or contend for beauty with the virtuous mind of reason’s cul- 
ture; so neither can the objects which allure the former compare with 
those which attract and charm the latter. And when each gratifies it- 
self in the enjoyment and possession of its object, how evidently 
fairer are the acts which join the latter pair, and give a soul the enjoy- 
ment of what is generous and good? This at least, Philocles, you will 
surely allow, that when you place a joy elsewhere than in the mind, 
the enjoyment itself will be no beautiful subject, nor of any graceful 
or agreeable appearance. But when you think how friendship is en- 
joyed, how honour, gratitude, candour, benignity, and all internal 
beauty; how all the social pleasures, society itself, and all which con- 
stitutes the worth and happiness of mankind; you will here surely al- 
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low beauty in the act, and think it worthy to be viewed and passed in 
review often by the glad mind, happily conscious of the generous part, 
and of its own advancement and growth in beauty. 

Thus, Philocles (continued he, after a short pause), thus have I 
presumed to treat of beauty before so great a judge, and such a skilful 
admirer as yourself. For, taking rise from Nature’s beauty, which trans- 
ported me, I gladly ventured further in the chase, and have accompa- 
nied you in search of beauty, as it relates to us, and makes our high- 
est good in its sincere and natural enjoyment. And if we have not idly 
spent our hours, nor ranged in vain through these deserted regions, it 
should appear from our strict search that there is nothing so divine as 
beauty, which belonging not to body, nor having any principle or ex- 
istence except in mind and reason, is alone discovered and acquired 
by this diviner part, when it inspects itself, the only object worthy of 
itself. For whatever is void of mind, is void and darkness to the mind’s 
eye. This languishes and grows dim whenever detained on foreign 
subjects, but thrives and attains its natural vigour when employed in 
contemplation of what is like itself. "Tis thus the improving mind, 
slightly surveying other objects, and passing over bodies and the 
common forms (where only a shadow of beauty rests), ambitiously 
presses onward to its source, and views the original of form and order 
in that which is intelligent. And thus, O Philocles, may we improve 
and become artists in the kind; learning “to know ourselves, and 
what that is, which by improving, we may be sure to advance our 
worth and real self-interest.” For neither is this knowledge acquired 
by contemplation of bodies, or the outward forms, the view of pag- 
eantries, the study of estates and honours; nor is he to be esteemed 
that self-improving artist who makes a fortune out of these, but he (he 
only) is the wise and able man, who with a slight regard to these 
things, applies himself to cultivate another soil, builds in a different 
matter from that of stone or marble; and having righter models in his 
eye, becomes in truth the architect of his own life and fortune, by lay- 
ing within himself the lasting and sure foundations of order, peace, 
and concord. . . . But now’tis time to think of returning home. The 
morning is far spent. Come! let us away and leave these uncommon 
subjects, till we retire again to these remote and unfrequented places. 

At these words Theocles, mending his pace, and going down the 
hill, left me at a good distance, till he heard me calling earnestly after 
him. Having joined him once again, I begged he would stay a little 
longer, or if he were resolved so soon to leave both the woods and that 
philosophy which he confined to them, that he would let me, how- 
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ever, part with them more gradually, and leave the best impression on 
me he could against my next return. For as much convinced as I was, 
and as great a convert to his doctrine, my danger still, I owned to him, 
was very great, and I foresaw that when the charm of these places and 
his company was ceased, | should be apt to relapse and weakly yield to 
that too powerful charm, the world. Tell me, continued I, how is it 
possible to hold out against it and withstand the general opinion of 
mankind, who have so different a notion of that which we call good? 
Say truth now, Theocles, can anything be mote odd or dissonant from 
the common voice of the world than what we have determined in this 
matter? 

Whom shall we follow, then? replied he. Whose judgment or opin- 
ion shall we take concerning what is good, what contrary? If all or 
any part of mankind are consonant with themselves, and can agree 
in this, I am content to leave philosophy and follow them. If other- 
wise, why should we not adhere to what we have chosen? . . . Let us, 
then, in another view consider how this matter stands. 


Miscellaneous Reflections 
MISCELLANY III 


Chapter 2 


. . . Let us therefore proceed in this view, addressing ourselves to 
the grown youth of our polite world. Let the appeal be to these whose 
relish is retrievable, and whose taste may yet be formed in morals, as 
it seems to be already in exterior manners and behaviour. 

That there is really a standard of this latter kind will immediately, 
and on the first view, be acknowledged. The contest is only, “which is 
tight; which the unaffected carriage and just demeanour; and which 
the affected and false.” Scarce is there any one who pretends not to 
know and to decide what is well-bred and handsome. There are few 
so affectedly clownish as absolutely to disown good breeding, and te- 
nounce the notion of a beauty in outward manners and deportment. 
With such as these, wherever they should be found, I must confess I 
could scarce be tempted to bestow the least pains or labour towards 
convincing them of a beauty in inward sentiments and principles. 

Whoever has any impression of what we call gentility or politeness 
is already so acquainted with the decorum and grace of things that 
he will readily confess a pleasure and enjoyment in the very survey 
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and contemplation of this kind. Now if in the way of polite pleasure 
the study and love of beauty be essential, the study and love of sym- 
metry and order, on which beauty depends, must also be essential in 
the same respect. 

’Tis impossible we can advance the least in any relish or taste of out- 
ward symmetry and order, without acknowledging that the propor- 
tionate and regular state is the truly prosperous and natural in every 
subject. The same features which make deformity create incommodi- 
ousness and disease. And the same shapes and proportions which 
make beauty afford advantage by adapting to activity and use. Even 
in the imitative or designing arts (to which our author so often refers) 
the truth or beauty of every figure or statue is measured from the per- 
fection of Nature in her just adapting of every limb and proportion to 
the activity, strength, dexterity, life and vigour of the particular species 
or animal designed. 

Thus beauty and truth are plainly joined with the notion of utility 
and convenience,! even in the apprehension of every ingenious artist, 
the architect,? the statuary, or the painter. "Tis the same in the physi- 
cian’s way. Natural health is the just proportion, truth, and regular 
course of things in a constitution. Tis the inward beauty of the body. 
And when the harmony and just measutes of the rising pulses, the cir- 
culating humours, and the moving airs or spirits, are disturbed or lost, 
deformity enters, and with it, calamity and ruin. 

Should not this (one would imagine) be still the same case and 
hold equally as to the mind? Is there nothing there which tends to 


1 Treatise 11. part iv. § 3. 

2 In Graecis operibus nemo sub mutulo denticulos constituit, etc. Quod ergo supra 
cantherios et templa in veritate debet esse collocatum, id in imaginibus, si infra 
constitutum fuerit, mendosam habebit operis rationem. Etiamque antiqui non 
probaverunt, neque instituerunt, etc. Ita quod non potest in veritate fieri, id non 
putaverunt in imaginibus factum, posse certam rationem habere. Omnia enim 
certa proprietate et a veris naturae deductis moribus traduxerunt in opetum per- 
fectiones: et ea probaverunt quorum explicationes in disputationibus rationem 
possunt habere veritatis. Itaque ex eis originibus symmetrias et proportiones 
uniuscujusque generis constitutas reliquerunt. [“In Greek buildings no one placed 
denticules under mutules. . . . What therefore ought in reality to be put above 
beams and small timbers will, if in imitations it be put below, be faulty in theory: 
and so the ancients did not approve of this or practise it. . . . Thus they thought 
that what cannot be done in reality cannot be correct if done in a copy thereof. 
For they transferred everything to their perfect works with exact accuracy and at- 
tention to the true laws of Nature, and approved only those points the explanation 
of which can, when discussed, show truthfulness. And so from this beginning they 
left us proportions and canons ready established in every kind.”} Vitruvius, iv. 2, 
whose commentator Philander may be also read on this place. See above, Treatise 
i111, part i., end; part iii. § 3; and below, Misc. v. ch. i. 
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disturbance and dissolution? Is there no natural tenour, tone, or order 
of the passions or affections? No beauty or deformity in this moral 
kind? Or allowing that there really is, must it not, of consequence, in 
the same manner imply health or sickliness, prosperity or disaster? Will 
it not be found in this respect, above all, “that what is beautiful 1s 
harmonious and proportionable;? what is harmonious and propor- 


3 This is the honestum, the pulchrum, 76 «adév, on which our author lays the 
stress of virtue, and the merits of this cause; as well in his other Treatises as in 
this of Soliloquy here commented. This beauty the Roman orator, in his rhetorical 
way, and in the majesty of style, could express no otherwise than as a mystery. 
“Honestum igitur id intelligimus, quod tale est, ut, detracta omni utilitate, sine 
ullis praemiis fructibusve, per seipsum possit jure laudari. Quod quale sit, non tam 
definitione qua sum usus intelligi potest (quanquam aliquantum potest) quam 
communi omnium judicio, et optimi cujusque studiis, atque factis; qui permulta 
ob eam unam causam faciunt, quia decet, quia rectum, quia honestum est; etsi 
nullum consecuturum emolumentum vident.” [“By right therefore I understand 
what is such that, apart from expediency, without any reward or profit, it can 
properly be praised on its own account. What sort of thing, that is, may be under- 
stood, not so much from the definition I have given (though to some extent it 
may be so understood) as from the general agreement of all, and from the en- 
thusiasm and acts of the best men; they do many a thing for this one reason, that 
it is becoming. is proper, is right, even though they see no gain likely to follow.” 
—Cicero, De Finibus, ii. 45.] Our author. on the other side, having little of the 
orator, and Icss of the constraint of formality belonging to some graver characters, 
can be more familiar on this occasion; and accordingly descending without the 
least scruple into whatever style or humour, he refuses to make the least difficulty 
or mystery of this mattcr. He pretends, on this head, to claim the assent not only 
of orators, poets, and the higher virtuosi, but even of the beaux themselves, and 
such as go no farther than the dancing-master to seek for grace and beauty. He 
pretends, we see, to fetch this natural idea from as familiar amusements as dress, 
equipage, the tiring-room, or toy-shop. And thus in his proper manner of soliloquy 
or self-discourse, we may imagine him running on, beginning perhaps with some 
particular scheme or fancied scale of beauty, which, according to his philosophy, 
he strives to erect by distinguishing, sorting, and dividing into things animate, 
inanimate, and mixed, as thus:— 

In the inanimate: beginning from those regular figures and symmetries with 
which children are delighted, and proceeding gradually to the proportions of archi- 
tecture and the other arts. The same in respect of sounds and music. From beau- 
tiful stones, rocks, minerals, to vegetables, woods, aggregate parts of the world, 
seas, rivers, mountains, vales, The globe, Celestial bodies and their order. The 
higher architecture of Nature. Nature herself considered as inanimate and passive. 

In the animate: from animals and their several kinds, tempers, sagacities, to 
men. And from single persons of men, their private characters, understandings, 
geniuses, dispositions, manners, to public societies, communities or commonwealths. 
From flocks, herds, and other natural assemblages or groups of living creatures, to 
human intelligencies and correspondencies, or whatever is higher in the kind. The 
correspondence, union and harmony of Nature herself, considered as animate and 
intelligent. 

In the mixed: as in a single person (a body and a mind) the union and har- 
mony of this kind, which constitutes the real person; and the friendship, love, or 
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tionable is true; and what is at once both beautiful and true is, of con- 
sequence, agreeable and good?” 

Where then is this beauty or harmony to be found? How is this 
symmetry to be discovered and applied? Is it any other art than that of 
philosophy or the study of inward numbers and proportions which can 
exhibit this in life? If no other, who then can possibly have a taste of 
this kind, without being beholden to philosophy? Who can admire the 
outward beauties and not recur instantly to the inward, which are the 
most real and essential, the most naturally affecting, and of the high- 
est pleasure, as well as profit and advantage? 


whatever other affection is formed on such an object. A household, a city or 
nation, with certain lands, buildings, and other appendices or local ornaments 
which jointly form that agreeable idea of home, family, country. 

“And what of this?” says an airy spark, no friend to meditation or deep thought. 
“What means this catalogue or scale, as you are pleased to call it? Only, sir, to 
satisfy myself that I am not alone or single in a certain fancy I have of a thing 
called beauty; that I have almost the whole world for my companions; and that 
each of us admirers and eamest pursuers of beauty (such as in a manner we all 
are) if peradventure we take not a certain sagacity along with us, we must err 
widely, range extravagantly, and run ever upon a false scent. We may (in the 
sportsman’s phrase) have many hares afoot, but shall stick to no real game, nor 
be fortunate in any capture which may content us. 

“See with what ardour and vehemence the young man, neglecting his proper 
race and fellow-creatures, and forgetting what is decent, handsome, or becoming 
in human affa‘rs, pursues these species in those common objects of his affection, 
a horse, a hound, a hawk! What doting on these beauties! What admiration of 
the kind itself! And of the particular animal, what care, and in a manner idolatry 
and consecrat:on, when the beast beloved is (as often happens) even set apart 
from use, and only kept to gaze on and feed the enamoured fancy with highest 
delight! See in another youth, not so forgetful of human kind, but remembering it 
still in a wrong way! a @Adxados of another sort, a Chaerca. Quam elegans for- 
marum spectator! See as to other beauties, where there is no possession, no enjoy- 
ment or reward, but barely seeing and admiring; as in the virtuoso-passion, the love 
of painting and the designing arts of every kind so often observed. Hew fares it 
with our princely genius, our grandee who assembics all these beauties, and within 
the bounds of his sumptuous palace incloses all these graces of a thousand kinds? 
What pains! study! science! Behold the disposition and order of these finer sorts 
of apartments, gardens, villas! The kind of harmony to the eye from the various 
shapes and colours agreeably mixed and ranged in lines, intercrossing without con- 
fusion, and fortunately coincident. A parterre, cypresses, groves, wildernesses. Stat- 
ues here and there of virtue, fortitude, temperance. Heroes’ busts, philosophers’ 
heads, with suitable mottoes and inscriptions. Solemn representations of things 
deeply natural—caves, grottoes, rocks, urns and obelisks in retired places and dis- 
posed at proper distances and points of sight, with all those symmetries which 
silently express a reigning order, peace, harmony, and beauty! . . . But what is 
there answerable to this in the minds of the possessors? What possession or pro- 
priety is theirs? What constancy or security of enjoyment? What peace, what 
harmony within?” 
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In so short a compass does that learning and knowledge lie on 
which manners and life depend. "Tis we ourselves create and form 
our taste. If we resolve to have it just, ’tis in our power. We may es- 
teem and resolve, approve and disapprove, as we would wish. For who 
would not rejoice to be always equal and consonant to himself, and 
have constantly that opinion of things which is natural and propor- 
tionable? But who dares search opinion to the bottom, or call in 
question his early and prepossessing taste? Who is so just to himself as 
to recall his fancy from the power of fashion and education to that of 
reason? Could we, however, be thus courageous, we should soon settle 
in ourselves such an opinion of good as would secure to us an invari- 
able, agreeable, and just taste in life and manners. 

Thus have I endeavoured to tread in my author's steps, and pre- 
pare the reader for the serious and downright philosophy which even 
in this* last commented treatise, our author keeps still as a mystery 
and dares not formally profess. His pretence has been to advise au- 
thors and polish styles, but his aim has been to correct manners and 
regulate lives. He has affected soliloquy, as pretending only to censure 


Thus our monologist, or self-discoursing author, in his usual strain, when in- 
cited to the search of Beauty and the Decorum by vulgar admiration and the 
universal acknowledgment of the species in outward things, and in the meaner 
and subordinate subjects. By this inferior species, it seems, our strict inspector dis- 
dains to be allured; and refusing to be captivated by anything less than the superior, 
original, and genuine kind, he walks at leisure, without emotion, in deep philo- 
sophical reserve, through all these pompous scenes; passes unconcernedly by those 
court pageants, the illustrious and much envied potentates of the place; overlooks 
the rich, the great, and even the fair, feeling no other astonishment than what 
is accidentally raised in him by the view of these impostures and of this specious 
snare. For here he observes those gentlemen chiefly to be caught and fastest held 
who are the highest ridiculers of such reflections as his own, and who in the very 
height of this ndicule prove themselves the impotent contemners of a species 
which, whether they will or no, they ardently pursue, some in a face and certain 
regular lines or features, others in a palace and apartments, others in an equipage 
and dress. “O effeminacy, effeminacy! Who would imagine this could be the vice 
of such as appear no inconsiderable men? But person is a subject of flattery which 
reaches beyond the bloom of youth. The experienced senator and aged general 
can in our days dispense with a toilet and take his outward form into a very 
extraordinary adjustment and regulation. All embellishments are affected, besides 
the true. And thus, led by example, whilst we run in search of elegancy and neat- 
ness, pursuing beauty, and adding, as we imagine, more lustre and value to our 
own person, we grow, in our real character and true self, deformed and monstrous, 
servile and abject, stooping to the lowest terms of courtship, and sacrificing all 
internal proportion, all intrinsic and real beauty and worth for the sake of things 
which carry scarce a shadow of the kind.” Supra, Moralists, part iii. § 2; Wit and 
Humour, part iv. § 2; Advice, part iii. § 3. . 

4 Treatise 11. (Advice to an Author). 


266 / Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


himself, but he has taken occasion to bring others into his company 
and make bold with personages and characters of no inferior rank. He 
has given scope enough to raillery and humour, and has intrenched 
very largely on the province of us miscellanarian writers. But the 
reader is> now about to see him in a new aspect, ‘a formal and 
professed philosopher, a system-writer, a dogmatist and expounder.” 
Habes confitentem reum. 

So to his philosophy I commit him. Though, according as my gen- 
lus at present disposition will permit, I intend still to accompany 
him at a distance, keep him in sight, and convoy him, the best I am 
able, through the dangerous seas he is about to pass. 


SECOND CHARACTERS 
TREATISE IV. PLASTICS OR THE ORIGINAL 
PROGRESS AND POWER OF DESIGNATORY ART 


3. Rise, Progress, Declension and Revival of 
Second Characters’ 


Politeness in figures helped still to polish grace. So music. But Plato 
and other philosophers and sages look wistfully towards the Egyptian 
laws (as lovers of rarities for such the Athenians, such the Greeks in 
general, and so humoured even by a Xenophon) admiring mystery, 
hiding secrets from the vulgar. This, as being frighted by the popular 
spirit, felt so severely in the person of their master Socrates. Besides 
Plato’s and Pythagoras’ affectation of legislatourship and pulse beat- 
ing towards that noble ambition, to which the first a sacrifice and the 
second often tempted, and in state affairs under Dion brought in con- 
siderable danger. Hence his emulation with Homer, envious and 
somewhat detracting way, too truly objected by Dionysius Halicarnas- 
sus. 


5 Treatise 1v. (The Inquiry). 

1Quere from Herodotus, Diodorus Siculus . ..: Marsham, etc., about the 
records of the Egyptians: how far back. Hierarcho-political reason, as below, p. 125 
for retaining the first ancient and hieroglyphic forms and statues of the gods, etc. 
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True indeed that by this ungenerous and hierarchical polity the 
state of longer duration.” For of what duration Egypt? But then what. 
a state! What barbarity! Superstition! And when enervated once: 
how perpetual a slavery, from Mede and Persian, to Marmaluke and’ 
Turk. 

Insinuation from hence, as to the last and present grand hierarchy 
of Romish Church. Whether not better to have followed the Egyp- 
tian in this (as in many other things) and keep the orthodox forms 
horrid, savage, and consequently inspiring superstition, as in reality 
their first were from the Gothic times or last feces of the Empire and 
of Arts, when images, etc., were introduced. 

And though Protestants take the contrary weapon (and very justly 
from the present period), yet for the larger and more extensive pe- 
riod of time. Quere. Whether this may not weaken and supplant, as 
it polishes and refines, emollit mores. Nothing more true in nature 
can be said, So chiefly a fine picture or statue frontispiece, a fine piece 
of music, effeminacy indeed, an evil consequent: but not necessarily 
so, if the magistrate provides, without totally banishing (as Lycurgus 
some sorts of music and most arts, because of his local and specific 
commonwealth ), or prohibiting as Plato in the case of Homer. 

Therefore as beauteous forms polish (taking politeness with its cor- 
sequences), so ugly barbarise.2 None impossible; or if practicable, 
still equally barbarous. 

Moses (non obstante 2d commandment) raised a serpent, and after 
him the arch and sanctus sanctorum, their cherubs, etc., the brazen 
tree, its buds, etc. 

Prohibition therefore such as Egyptian, Jewish, (or suppose Scyth- 
ian or Persian), and absolute abhorrence of figure or temple, a. savage: 
and barbarising enthusiasm. 

Apology and protestation against entering into the decision of the 
Egyptian and Chinese pretensions to antiquity (so far beyond Mo- 


2 Proof of this from the hierarchical policy and hope always to engage sovereign 
and bring over and reconcile even the conqueror partly by superstition (sin and 
pleasure), partly by policy as assistant to him. Hence easy betrayer-of their national 
form, prince and people. Trust to spiritual weapons for their own preservation at 
least (come what will of nobles, prince or people), as when Attila was met and 
Alexander by the Jewish priests (see Arrianus). Hence the oracles (though a Gre- 
cian and much limited priesthood) after they had stood steady ali along, yet whem 
things desperate and almost all Greece conquered, (Athens not resisting but driver 
to sea), began to faint and preach submission. This Herodotus saw and honestly 
noted. Though for this and other freedoms, i.e. poetic liberty as camplaining of the 
gods, lashed by honest Plutarch, himself a priest. 

3 Infra, p. 123. 
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ses’) in their records,* though recite the authorities. But this assert: 
that neither Jew, Egyptian, nor Chinese polite. 

This a judgment of politeness. If polite: show me a picture, a statue, 
coin, proportion, nature. But arabesque! Japan! Indian! Savage. Mon- 
strous. Even in their portraiture, pleasure-pieces, wanton pieces. Also 
gods monstrous, frightful according to Egyptian® and Syrian models; 
or Turkish mosques, no architecture, or statuary, or figures: or as bad 
as none. 

Frightful, horrid, cruel ideas entertained, advanced by such divine 
forms; soft, gentle, humane ideas, by truly human forms, and divinity 
represented after the best, sweetest, and perfectest idea of humanity 
to the vulgar. But without application to divinities, and simply viewed 
and contemplated in cities, groves, high-ways, places, gardens, forums, 
etc., emollit mores. 

“Bad figures: bad minds.” “Crooked designs: crooked fancies.” 
“No designs: no thought.” So Turks, etc. “No imitation: no poetry.” 
No arts of this kind: no letters, or at least in a poor degree. So polite- 
ness always holds proportion with laws and liberty. So that where the 
one is with a tolerable progress in the first species (viz. ist Charac- 
ters), the other (viz. 2d Characters) will soon prevail. And where it 
ceases and tyranny (such as the Eastern monarchies, ancient and 
modern) prevails, art and 2d Characters accordingly sink. See Japan! 
Mogul! China! Turk and Tartar! Show me amongst their infinite 
delicacy of other work a single 2d Character, a form, even but a single 
figure, a perspective, a statue, coin, palace, architecture—that is not 
worse than Gothic. Show but so much as a vase! till in China taught 
by us and the Dutch. 


4. Instinct, Natural Ideas, etc. 


Those philosophers (modern) the poorest and most shifting, for 
the sake of a system, hypothesis, who, surpassing all ancient conceits 
and extravagances of the kind, deny ideas, sense, perception, (1.€. 
life) to animals. But those yet poorer and more shifting, who impugn 
natural ideas and ridicule instinct and innate ideas, because perhaps 
abused, misapplied, carried too far by some modern preceding writers, 
or by Plato. 

The same philosophers would confound the very notion of species, 


4 Supra, p. 103. 
5 Infra, p. 125. 
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specific ideas (sad virtuosos! )® But had not the creatrix or sovereign 
plastic nature set the boundaries, the caprice (i.e. wantonness and 
bestiality) of corrupt man would long since have gone beyond any of 
the worst painters, grotesque pirapoypa¢or, etc. as well beyond any of 
the poets in composing new complicated forms of satires, etc., with 
which the breed would have run out and been lost. But now even in 
the inward, several species (within the genus) as in dogs and fowls, 
which breed with one another, a natural propensity for like joing 
with like; so that the breed when mixed and blended, in time and 
after several consequent generations displays and opens itself, and 
the orders return to their first natural secretions, purity and simplicity 
of form.” 

An ingenious author and notable metaphysician® about twenty 
years ago took such an advantage from the affected fulsome and com- 
mon use of instinct and innate ideas, that being extremely well re- 
ceived and heard on account of his excellent genius and capacity in 
other writings, these words grew so out of fashion that a man of sense 
durst hardly use them on the most proper and most obvious occasion. 
And it was safer for a gentleman who was a lover of sports to say seri- 
ously upon the subject of his chase, that his dog, jowler, or tomboy 
reasoned or meditated, than that he had natural sagacity or instinct. 
We were allowed, indeed, to say that the poor turner’s pot had sense 
and feeling above the iron-jack which supplied his room, (for Carte- 
sianism was not admitted in its strict sense). But it was dangerous to 
talk of breeds, either of dogs, or hogs, or horses, lest we should betray 
our ignorance in imagining according to the vulgar error, that pas- 
sions, affections, intincts, inclinations, impressions, impulses, ideas, 
imaginations (ready for the object when prescribed, and even raising 
or calling up a feigned and false object when the season or ripeness 
came) should possibly be delivered down in descent and extract to 
particular species. Nay even the species themselves were called in 
question, and more than called in question, flatly denied. 

As thus poor Horace and other poets, even in their epicurean and 


6 See McC. 

7 Memorandum. Room here for demonstration of the young swallow. First flight 
precipitated, viz. from a rock over the sea, or an eminence over a paved court, or 
place fatal to fall. Yet the equilibrium instantly found and the art known, not 
learnt. Strength only failing when supported by the old ones, not art wanting. 
To the birds’ nest, as well or better, more exact the first than afterwards as in 
Charac-ks, vol. 1, pp. 307, 411, 412, etc. 

8 The same as above. 
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Beast theological fits, were very credulous and superstitious and foolish, 
‘when they said for instance: 


Est in juvencis . . . patrum virtus.® 


{The merit of the sire survives in the offspring.] 

‘The rictus and gapings of noxious creatures, bears, lions, wolves, 
wrocodiles, dragons, even small serpents and insects (as vipers) im- 
printed, previous mould or sockets to speak by analogy (as no other 
way in cases of sensation, intelligence, perception, egoity, not con- 
fined to place or determined by it). 

So on the other hand who can doubt the contraries, viz. beauteous 
faces (especially in the same kind) to be equally imprinted by innate 
characters, moulds, preparatory sockets for reception and recognition 
of such joyous forms, as in the passion between the sexes. 

Who would charge human nature with this dullness and so readily 
clear and acquit the bestial? unless perhaps the senseless modern phi- 
losophy and fool hypothesis of insensibility be brought in play for 
eavil’s sake. 

What more certain than that the poorest ignoramus of our species, 
being kept from seeing anything but old males, and clothed bodies 
(as in monkish cloister, or barbarous hermitage) would in a clear light, 
when brought to see nudities, distinguish between the true and natu- 
ral, and the unnatural deformed kind. 

Thus the species of horses and other animals, the kind being once 
‘secn and nature helped (changes not seen in perfection, but far off), 
the idea of beauty and perfection is raised, and when reduced to this 
idea of instinct by the able artist, recognised presently by the good eye 
af every spectator. 

If a female of our own species (to pass by the love of babies and 
that shrewd propensity) should after a great belly got she scarce knew 
how, not find herself inclined to pick straws, or make a nest: no won- 
«ler, because of the second string to the bow, reason, discourse, com- 
munity, the reserve.1° Nor is it a wonder any more, that coming to 
kose the same great belly, and the season at hand for suckling, etc., that 
she has not the conatus or effort, that she calls not for the babies 
newly left off, nor does what is answerable to the hen, bustling about, 
swelling her wings, stretching her legs, picking and scraping like a 
thing mad and in fury. 

% Horace’s Carmina, Lib. iv, Ode 1, 1. 30. 
2¢ As in ‘Moralists,’ p. 307. 
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5. Taste, Relish, Eye, Judgment, Criticism 
. . . Reasons why a gentleman’s taste if practical and empirical * 
necessarily false: 

First Reason. Becomes interested, makes himself a party, espouses a 
manner, style, mannerist in lowest degree and below the painter by 
trade and profession. Also judge and party in the cause unfair. So 
Nero’s!2 voice and acting (remember Agrippinus, etc.) in the divine 
man, and so again the governour of the Grecian province aud the: 
people differing about the actor or advice. 

Dilemma. Either has an idea or not. If an idea: a hand to come up 
to it or not. If a hand obedient and answering, then a painter ommnt- 
bus numeris; if a hand inferiour unanswering, then being not obliged 
to pursue as a professor, or for maintenance, but wholly voluntary and, 
for pleasure only, must lose his end, and hate his products. For if loves. 
and pleasure come by degrees, through self love, conceit, or flattery; 
then here comes the corruption, here the taste inevitably miscarries,, 
grows awry, warps, turns crooked, perverse. Carry this reasoning into 
music. 

Second Reason. Extravagant fondness for one master, one particu- 
lar hand, one piece (a hundred to one, if a good one). Besides that, 
no one master yet of the moderns after Raphael has deserved any- 
thing like this; and even as to Raphael see reasons . . . 

So Nero’s Greek statue. See Pliny. 

Third Reason. That if our gentleman besides his superiour know?- 
edge, learning, education and converse, has not withal a particular 
genius, idea, and hand superiour to the trading artists and of a acgree 
distinguishable from the common road and style of painting: he must 
naturally by his study and practice be brought upon a level and fa- 
miliarized with the set of painters of his time; and as he is subject te 
their flattery and emulous of their praise be brought into society and 
sympathy with this race, so as to be in a manner one of them, and of 
their club and fraternity; a circumstance which will prove as little ad- 
vantageous to his. fame and reputation as to his manners, his interest, 
family and estate.'® 


11 Exception for gentlemen quite painters as Fabius Pictor. 

12 So also the good emperor Adrian, his great weakness and blemish; only eause 
and subject of tyranny in him. 

18 Mem4, Exception for Fabius Pictor, etc., as above, p. 112, and the whole mar 
as below, p. 176. Definition of a pedant and how formed in painting, etc., as im 
other science. Adrian Emperour, as above, p. 112. 
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The case being the same with this company as with that of players, 
musicians, songsters, minstrels, dancers, and the rest of those trades 
ancl their conspiring crew: all holding together. 

Nothing even of natural beings worthy of wonder or admiration, 
but as they show nature’s real and highest art, best hand, supreme 
touches, nature’s magnificence, symmetry, proportions, highest orders, 
supreme order (beyond doric or ionic, beyond corinthian). For what 
are all these but imitations? Or as in united and conspiring forms, of 
actual unity and concurrence in one, means to an end, harmony 
agreement. 

Ergo a tree or even a leaf, beautiful not as a green, not as regularly 
shaped; for then a mere turf or cut bush would equal and surpass an 
old oak, or cedar, or pine. But a rough bit of rock more beautiful in 
reality than a pearl or diamond. No bribe to make those relished by 
almost all, and lastingly relished. ‘The other but for a moment, as a 
rarity, or as set off itself or helping to set off other forms in dress, 
equipage, etc., of the lowest human caprice and misconception of 
beauty. Thus grottos, caves, etc., the finest imitations of finest garden- 
ing. For this is truth; the rest false. 

Thus even in nature, the rainbow a mere jewel, an accidental spe- 
cies, refraction, etc. No real unit: no being, form, design, end, con- 
currence. Ergo, a nothing, a non-entity in virtuosoship. A mere muir- 
acle or prodigy (without moral or doctrine); a nothing, a juggle. The 
passion of those who run after monsters in fairies and the davparomovoi. 
Prestidigitators. 

Therefore the same here as in life and true wisdom in order to avoid 
deceit and imposture. 

The great business in this (as in our lives, or in the whole of life) 1s 
“to correct our taste.” 14 For whither will not taste! lead us? améxeuy, 
arrest, suspend, defer, delay, proceed gradually, wait, expect, improve 
. . . Else we are run away with. The man upon the runaway horse in 
Lucian’s cynic (if so good a piece as that be Lucian’s), “Whither 
away! Whither this pleases,” viz. his horse, pointing to it. Therefore 
stop it in its full career, cross it, turn it; and sometimes when lazy 
even give it the spur; just as in horsemanship, as in breaking the colt. 

Animum rege: qui nisi paret, 
Imperat: hunc frenis, hunc tu compesce catena.'¢ 


14 Infra, p. 144. 
15 +6 Soxety. 


16 Horat. Epistola, Lib. 1, Ep. 2, ll. 62, 63. 
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[““Check your temper, which if not ruled, will sternly rule. Hold it 
hard in with bit and rein.” 

From hence it follows: “That pleasure (in order to reap true pleas- 
ure) not to be indulged.” Ask, inquire of self. “What sort of pleasure 
have I? What would I have? Quaere, if the true? if truth? to what end? 
What do I contemplate? What inspect? What to understand, reap, 
learn?” 37 

Is it to see flesh painted as flesh?—No. This artificial, empirical, 
the artisan, and even least part of the artisan!—Is it drapery?—No. 
This of the same kind.—Is it fore-shortnings, academy postures, etc.? 
—No. This still empirical—lIs it fine forms in a vicious sense? ‘This 
false and more so than ever the ryparographics. Since this deforms the 
beautiful nature; whereas the cacatorio, a boor, or soldier, under a 
hedge or on a dunghill, more nauseating.—Exciting appetite, a hor- 
rid reason. Who dares give this for a reason? If so: paint sauces and 
dishes for the table, smoking pastys, etc. A thought never as yet pur- 
sued (I think) any more than curtsying ladies, or bowing beaus, ex- 
cept in the French court. Pictures of the pretty princes and princesses, 
and court-airs as hung in toy shops. 

Observe the difference of a right and liberal eye from a mechanic, 
false: the same in painting and figures, etc., as in real life and persons. 
“What person, what form, character, species of a man, do we see? 
Who was he whom we saw in such a company, in such an action, cir- 
cumstance, reading, wniting, talking, hearkening, musing, exercising?” 

A tailor who is asked: he answers (according to his eye). “A gentle- 
man in such a coloured stuff, of such a cut.” 

If it be a dancing master: he answers (according to his eye). “A 
gentleman with such a gait or tread, his leg turned so or so.” 

If it be a fop: he answers (according to his eye) still, and as uniting 
the two latter tastes. ““A gentleman so or so dressed, coming into a 
room with such or such an air, etc., such coloured lips, such teeth.” 

But if a man of sense, with an eagle’s eye: he answers from his 
memory and recollection (for so he gathers, collects, imprints, and 
such is his imagery, history, invention). “A gentleman of such a be- 
haviour, speech, action, such an address, such manners, aspect, and 
seeming note or character of sense and understanding, temper, mind, 
soul, and inward complexion.” 

The artificial, witty, far-fetched, refined, hypercritical taste (what ts 
apt to be commended as ingenuous and merely speculative) is the 


17 Supra, p. 92. 
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‘worst in the world, being half-way, and like half-thinkers (in Char-cks, 
Wi, 302). The same in fencing, riding, dancing. The natural best, till 
well and truly formed (see again Char-cks, 1, 190, at the end), and 
the original first rude taste corrected by rule, and reduced to a yet 
more simple and natural measure. Otherwise an innocent child’s eye 
{of good parts and not spoilt already by pictures of the common sort) 
always found the best, as I have found experimentally, in such a one 
not of the higher gentry but liberal, and out of the way of prints, and 
such costly playthings of imagery, etc. The same experienced as to 
likeness in portraiture. 

Ergo. Better mere nature than half-way, illaborate, artful, merely 
critical judgment; as it were in wantonness, gayeté de coeur, with in- 
difference, superciliousness, neglect, scoff, as may be seen even in the 
manners, and in the way itself of censuring by these false-censurers, 
pseudo critiques, answerable to the French pretieuses, etc. 

Better be the mere je ne sais quoi of the French. Though this not 
in our language: nor I hope ever will. But for us (I hope) something 
better reserved. 

Docti rationem artis intelligunt, indocti voluptatem.7® 
i “The learned understand the art of composition, the unlearned en- 
yoy pleasure from it.” 


6. Discouragements in Art 


Compare moderns with ancients. Consider the latter, their care and 
culture of bodies themselves by exercises, the Greek discipline. Wres- 
tling, even of the wrestlers in state (remember Pericles in Plutarch). 
0 a Scipio, when first Rome took the polite way. See the passage of 
Livy when the commissioners from the Senate were sent as inquisi- 
tors into his athletic and other Greek manners. 

Consider after the bodies and forms themselves, the opportunity of 
viewing these forms of the finer sort (not porters or beggars) in nudity, 
and in easy, familiar, as well as strenuous exercising action. For as in a 
hot country, so in quotidian baths. In private families, wives, chil- 
dren. Whereas now none but painters (as Albani) used to such views, 
and these constrained and awkward as being lucrative only, necessi- 
tous, mercenary, and a reproach and shame in the passive parties. 

Also distortions by dress, unnatura] bandages, ligatures: as cravats, 
garterings, women’s bodice and contraction of waist, pressure of hips, 
swellings and unnatural disfigurations of necks, breasts, paps. Borings 


48 Ouintilian’s Institutiones Oratoriae, Lib. 1x, cap. 4, 1. 116, cited by Junius in 
de picture veterum, p. 38. 
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and lugging down of ears by jewels, (well that it is not nostrils-as-with: 
the other barbarians), perukes, cravats. 

Also props or stilts under the heel or hind part of the foot, relaxing: 
the hinder tendon and muscles; and extending, stretching unnaturally 
those of the fore part and instep, setting us young a tiptoe. So 
women’s figures of feet and legs wholly destroyed in China by small 
shoes, till they are unable to stand. Our case even among the lower 
sort very near the same; a degree or two only removed from the same 
barbarism. 

Hence no modern figure (of the noble kind) now extant in the 
world, which can be seen standing naturally on the ground. 

Idea therefore must be taken from nature and drawn; instinct and. 
what is innate; or from the ancient trunks and broken remains. 

What little help from Academy in this respect, viz. of nudity’s, 1.e:. 
naked porters, or privately from diseased courtesans. Whereas those 
who know nature understand well what difference debauch soon 
makes in the youngest female, and how deflowering is soon deflower- 
ing in this sense also: the flos instantly vanishing. 

Statuary’® the mother art to painting. In the first place on account 
of religion and civil government (as these stood among the ancients),. 
the families, heroes, patricians, patriots, etc. as well as penates. (“He: 
deserves his statue in gold!” Modern expressions which show the na-- 
ture of the thing.) And in the next place on account of the profound’ 
learning, muscles, anatomy, physique, symmetry, (a statue viewed all! 
round ), simplicity, purity. 

Remember also what pity: Raphael forced to paint walls; cartoons: 
for tapestry; an underwork man for false work; altar pieces as the 
priests commanded; popes enjoined (witness the transfiguration- 
piece,” called the first picture of the world) saints with lights 


19 Infra, p. 127. 

20 Infra, p. 148. 

21 This transhguration-piece of Raphael would have made an excellent marble or 
piece of relief-work (and such Raphael always carried in head: those of the ancients 
in default of pictures having been his great school and lesson). But as it is, in the 
illusive art ’tis so far from that sweet persuasiveness and illusion (sweet as it is 
in other respects) that it not only breaks all rule of perspective, but everything of 
general order, position or collocation. The mountain a mole-hill, at most a mounte~ 
bank's stage. Those figures below which should be seen by the upper parts (sup- 
posing the point of sight to be above the flat of the mountain as it must be for 
the sake of the lying figures there) are not at all in the air. Every figure a point 
of light by itself may be cut out of the cloth, or stuck on any other cloth, any- 
where as well as where they are. No one principal, no subjection, subordination, 
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about their heads: sometimes gold and silver! rare works in art! ?? 

False** criticism another discouragement in art. Upstart affected 
critics: Why this? Why that? General topics which they think mighty 
ingenious as: lights whence? How here and yet there?-—Answer: Fly- 
ing clouds, a thunder storm covering one spot; sun shining the 
stronger and brighter on another. A reflection from the rocks unseen. 
Other objects out of the picture in the very place of the spectator, 
whence new various mixed tints®* of which nothing appears,—but the 
effect in the picture itself. 

Also that other pert question of these sprightly critics, viz. “How 
does that garment hang on?” Answer: “It does not hang at all. "Tis 
dropping. You catch sight only in an instant.” So in running figures, 
in a horse full speed, in the gladiator Farnese. Whoever saw either of 
these subjects precisely and distinctly in any such attitude? So a man 
falling from a precipice. An angel, mercury flying. Michael Angelo’s 
natural attraction of his resurrection figures upwards (ill represented 
in the print, a poor one). All these instantaneous. All is invention 
(the first part of painting), creation, divining, a sort of prophesying 
and inspiration, the poetical ecstatic and rapture. Things that were 
never seen; no nor that ever were: yet feigned. Painter as poet, a sec- 
ond maker.” 

But without all this apology and defense. The poem and fiction is 
answer sufhcient: the hyperbole, the invention, essential; the prob- 
able, plausible; the poetic, truth. What else would be every line in 
epic exaggerated continually beyond all possibility if narrowly 
searched. And see most particularly (what is of infinite curiosity and 
of usefulest speculation to us in the research of painting) the Homer- 
ical and Virgilian description of the shields, where the figures at last 
insensibly begin to stir and move and do what is absurd and impossi- 
ble to imagine. Yet this is right. 
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unity or integrity: no piece: no whole. All disposition and order sacrificed in this 
transfiguration-work, as all colouring in the cartoons. 

22 Quere. Whether no instance of this in Raphael’s? Where or what other mas- 
ter’s besides. Answer. . . . 

23 Of true criticism (of which an art must be found) see ‘Soliloquy,’ vol. 1, p. 240. 
“For to all music there must be an ear proportionable. There must be an art of 
hearing found.” So of seeing, etc. | 

24 Infra, p. 147. 

25 See Char-cks, vol. I, p. 207. 


ta) bs 


Immanuel 


KANT 


Kant, like all the very greatest figures in human culture, sums up 
a past age and inaugurates a new one. His earliest reading and 
correspondence gives evidence of wide familiarity with the aes- 
thetic and critical theories of German, French, and English 
thinkers. From Leibniz, Baumgarten, Winckelmann, Sulzer, 
Lessing, and Mendelssohn; from Fontenelle, Dubos, Rousseau, 
Batteux, and Diderot; from Shaftesbury, Young, Hutcheson, 
Kames, Hogarth, Burke, and Hume he learned much and often 
borrowed ideas. So impressed was he by the problems of art and 
aesthetics that as early as 1772, in a letter to Marcus Herz, he 
anticipated writing a treatise on criticism and taste. He devoted 
one essay prior to the writing of the Critique of Pure Reason 
(1781) to Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and the 
Sublime (1764). Although this early work, as well as the reading 
which lay behind it, prepared Kant for his later philosophical in- 
quiry into beauty and art, it was only after the mature philoso- 
phical reflections of the first two critiques that he was ready to 
elaborate a philosophy of art. When he did come to write that 
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in his final critique, he had so transcended the limited theories 
of taste characteristic of his day that he set the course for the 
richest development in philosophical aesthetics. 

Kant is important for us because it is in his thought that the 
philosophy of art in the modern sense is adumbrated, and it is 
in his Critique of Judgment that many of the key ideas of mod- 
ern aesthetics are first set forth. To be sure, in the French and 
British writers of the eighteenth century there is a great deal 
of incisive and critical thinking about art, but it is of the sort 
characterized by Dilthey’s expression “psychological analytical 
aesthetics.” The dimension of a philosophy of art is lacking in 
that work which was addressed to analyzing the aesthetic im- 
pression and establishing its conditions both objective and sub- 
jective. Kant’s great step is in going beyond empirical analysis to 
the identification of the aesthetic as a domain of human experi- 
ence equal in dignity to the theoretical and the practical (i.e., 
the cognitive and the moral). For Kant the existence of a genu- 
ine domain of human experience was signalized by the presence 
of a unique form of the a priori. To illustrate this we need only 
turn to the end of the introduction to the Critique of Judgment, 
where there is a brief table giving a complete view of the sphere 
of philosophy. There the three great domains, nature, freedom, 
art, are distinguished; each has its own a priori principles. To 
nature belongs the principle of conformity to law; to freedom 
belongs the principle of final purpose; to art belongs the prin- 
ciple of purposiveness. These correspond to the employment of 
the three fundamental cognitive faculties of understanding, 
reason, judgment; and these in turn correspond to the three 
faculties of the human mind itself: the faculty of cognition, the 
faculty of desire, and the faculty of pleasure and pain. For each 
of the three Kant discovers a fundamental mode of universal 
necessity and validity in human experience. Each of his three 
great critiques is devoted to a detailed examination of these a 
prion principles. 

What Kant attempts to do in the “Critique of Aesthetic 
Judgment” (the first part of the third critique and that which 
alone interests us here) is to give an explication of the unique 
validity of judgments of beauty and sublimity. This accounts for 
the extreme formalism of sections 1-22. Kant argues that since 
the judgment of beauty or of taste must be universally and 
necessarily valid for all men, its ground must be something 
identical in all men. But as Kant points out, only knowledge is 
communicable (section 14) and therefore the only thing in expe- 
rience which can be supposed to be the same for all men ts the 
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form and not the sensations of representations. With this post- 
tion we first encounter modern formalism. 

Each of the moments of the judgment of taste contributes 
to the total picture of the aesthetic judgment of the beautiful. 
The first moment, according to quality, explains how the jfudg- 
ment of taste is disinterested, i.e., how it is to be distinguished 
from judgments of the pleasant and the good. The second mo- 
ment, according to quantity, stresses universality which is one of 
the two essential characteristics of the a priori. As is to be ex- 
pected this universality is subjective, not objective. The third 
moment, according to relation, develops the idea of purpostve- 
ness without a purpose, arguing the independence of judgments 
of beauty from the sensuous, emotional, and conceptual. The 
fourth moment, according to modality, explains how the neces- 
sity of the judgment of taste must be a peculiar necessity distinct 
from that of the theoretical and the moral. Since necessity is the 
second essential characteristic of the a priori, the second and 
fourth moments exhibit fully the a priori nature of judgments of 
taste. The first and third moments distinguish the aesthetic from 
the nonaesthetic, thus emphasizing that autonomy of the aes- 
thetic which was to remain a lasting theme in modern thought. 
In addition, the fourth moment introduces the concept of a 
common sense which later forms the key idea of the deduction. 
of aesthetic judgment. 

The analysis of judgments of taste is followed by a discussion 
of the nature of art. The artist produces an art object for the: 
purpose of submitting it to aesthetic judgment and thereby satts- 
fying taste. His task is to produce an object under the specific 
conditions of the particular art (e.g., painting, architecture, etc.) 
which will at the same time be beautiful. The artist as a genius, 
then, has to produce an object that fulfills the purpose of the 
particular art but also simultaneously fulfills the generic aesthetic 
purpose of satisfying taste. For instance, an architect must pro- 
duce a building which will accommodate itself to its use and at 
the same time be beautiful. Likewise, a musical composition 
must both express and excite emotions, and at the same time be 
beautiful. The two purposes, it must be stressed, are not the 
same for Kant. Insofar as a work is beautiful it is like nature; 
hence Kant says that art can only be called beautiful if we are: 
conscious of it as art while yet it looks like nature (section 45) . 
Beautiful art is possible only through genius, which Kant defines: 
as the “innate mental disposition through which nature gives 
the rule to art” (section 46). 

Through genius the real foundation of human. nature speaks 
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to human feeling. The gentus operates by providing in his imag- 
ination what Kant calls an aesthetic idea, i.e., a representation 
of the imagination that arouses much thought but cannot be 
encompassed by any body of concepts. This is the first modern 
definition of the art symbol. Genius thus becomes the faculty 
of aesthetic ideas. These aesthetic ideas must be expressed in 
the work so that a work of art is the outward expression of the 
aesthetic idea in the artist’s mind. This outward expression of 
aesthetic ideas Kant identifies in the latter part of the passages 
here presented with the beauty he had earlier defined in terms 
of purposiveness without a purpose. The outward expression of 
aesthetic ideas is therefore a form—whether musical, architec- 
tural, poetic, ete —which is the proper object of a judgment of 
taste. 

This form is at the same time a symbol of the morally good, 
for as Kant shows, there is a thoroughgoing analogy between our 
judgment of such a form as beautiful and our judgment of the 
morally good. As a result, the education of moral feeling ts a 
propaedeutic for the cultivation of taste. 


CRITIQUE OF JUDGMENT 


Critique of the Aesthetical Judgment 
FIRST DIVISION 
ANALYTIC OF THE AESTHETICAL JUDGMENT 
First Book 
ANALYTIC OF THE BEAUTIFUL 
FIRST MOMENT 
Of the Judgment of Taste,s According to Quality 


§ 2. The Judgment of Taste Is Aesthetical 


In order to distinguish whether anything is beautiful or not, we refer 
the representation, not by the understanding to the object for cogni- 


1 The definition of ‘taste’ which is laid down here is that it is the faculty of 
judging of the beautiful, But the analysis of judgments of taste must show what 
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tion, but by the imagination (perhaps in conjunction with the under- 
standing) to the subject and its feeling of pleasure or pain. The judg- 
ment of taste is therefore not a judgment of cognition, and 1s conse- 
quently not logical but aesthetical, by which we understand that 
whose determining ground can be no other than subjective. Every ref- 
erence of representations, even that of sensations, may be objective 
(and then it signifies the real [element] of an empirical representa- 
tion), save only the reference to the feeling of pleasure and pain, by 
which nothing in the object is signified, but through which there is a 
feeling in the subject as it is affected by the representation. 

To apprehend a regular, purposive building by means of one’s cog- 
nitive faculty (whether in a clear or a confused way of representation ) 
is something quite different from being conscious of this representa- 
tion as connected with the sensation of satisfaction. Here the repre- 
sentation is altogether referred to the subject and to its feeling of life, 
under the name of the feeling of pleasure or pain. This establishes a 
quite separate faculty of distinction and of judgment, adding nothing 
to cognition, but only comparing the given representation in the sub- 
ject with the whole faculty of representations, of which the mind is 
conscious in the feeling of its state. Given representations in a judg- 
ment can be empirical (consequently, aesthetical); but the judgment 
which is formed by means of them is logical, provided they are re- 
ferred in the judgment to the object. Conversely, if the given repre- 
sentations are rational, but are referred in a judgment simply to the 
subject (to its feeling), the judgment is so far always aesthetical. 


{2. The Satisfaction Which Determines the Judgment 
of Taste Is Disinterested 


The satisfaction which we combine with the representation of the ex- 
istence of an object is called “interest.” Such satisfaction always has 
reference to the faculty of desire, either as its determining ground or as 
necessarily connected with its determining ground. Now when the 
question is if a thing is beautiful, we do not want to know whether 
anything depends or can depend on the existence of the thing, either 
for myself or for anyone else, but how we judge it by mere observation 
(intuition or reflection). If anyone asks me if I find that palace 


is required in order to call an object beautiful. The moments to which this judg- 
ment has regard in its reflection I have sought in accordance with the guidance 
of the logical functions of judgment (for in a judgment of taste a reference to the 
understanding is always involved). I have considered the moment of quality first 
because the aesthetical judgment upon the beautiful first pays attention to it. 
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‘beautiful which I see before me, I may answer: I do not like things of 
that kind which are made merely to be stared at. Or I can answer like 
that Iroquois Sachem, who was pleased in Paris by nothing more than 
by the cook shops. Or again, after the manner of Rousseau, I may 
rebuke the vanity of the great who waste the sweat of the people on 
such superfluous things. In fine, I could easily convince myself that 
if I found myself on an uninhabited island without the hope of ever 
again coming among men, and could conjure up just such a splendid 
building by my mere wish, I should not even give myself the trouble 
if I had a sufficiently comfortable hut. This may all be admitted and 
approved, but we are not now talking of this. We wish only to know 
if this mere representation of the object is accompanied in me with 
satisfaction, however indifferent I may be as regards the existence of 
the object of this representation. We easily see that, in saying it is 
beautiful and in showing that I have taste, I am concerned, not with 
that in which I depend on the existence of the object, but with that 
which I make out of this representation in myself. Everyone must 
admit that a judgment about beauty, in which the least interest 
mingles, is very partial and is not a pure judgment of taste. We must 
not be in the least prejudiced in favor of the existence of the things, 
but be quite indifferent in this respect, in order to play the judge in 
things of taste. 
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§ 3. The Satisfaction in the Pleasant Is Bound Up 
with Interest 


That which pleases the senses in sensation is “pleasant.” Here the op- 
portunity presents itself of censuring a very common confusion of the 
double sense which the word “sensation” can have, and of calling at- 
tention to it. All satisfaction (it is said or thought) is itself sensation 
(of a pleasure). Consequently everything that pleases is pleasant be- 
cause it pleases (and according to its different degrees or its relations 
to other pleasant sensations it is agreeable, lovely, delightful, enjoy- 
able, etc.) But if this be admitted, then impressions of sense which 
determine the inclination, fundamental propositions of reason which 
determine the will, mere reflective forms of intuition which determine 
the judgment, are quite the same as regards the effect upon the feeling 
of pleasure. For this would be pleasantness in the sensation of one’s 
state; and since in the end all the operations of our faculties must is- 
sue in the practical and unite in it as their goal, we could suppose no 
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other way of estimating things and their worth than that which con- 
sists in the gratification that they promise. It is of no consequence at 
all how this is attained, and since then the choice of means alone 
could make a difference, men could indeed blame one another for 
stupidity and indiscretion, but never for baseness and wickedness. For 
thus they all, each according to his own way of seeing things, seek one 
goal, that is, gratification. 

If a determination of the feeling of pleasure or pain is called sen- 
sation, this expression signifies something quite different from what I 
mean when I call the representation of a thing (by sense, as a recep- 
tivity belonging to the cognitive faculty) sensation. For in the latter 
case the representation is referred to the object, in the former simply 
to the subject, and is available for no cognition whatever, not even for 
that by which the subject cognizes itself. 

In the above elucidation we understand by the word “sensation” an 
objective representation of sense; and, in order to avoid misinterpre- 
tation, we shall call that which must always remain merely subjective 
and can constitute absolutely no representation of an object by the 
ordinary term “feeling.” The green color of the meadows belongs to 
objective sensation, as a perception of an object of sense; the pleasant- 
ness of this belongs to subjective sensation by which no object is rep- 
resented, i.€. to feeling, by which the object is considered as an object 
of satisfaction (which does not furnish a cognition of it). 

Now that a judgment about an object by which I describe it as 
pleasant expresses an interest in it, is plain from the fact that by sen- 
sation it excites a desire for objects of that kind; consequently the sat- 
isfaction presupposes, not the mere judgment about it, but the rela- 
tion of its existence to my state, so far as this is affected by such an 
object. Hence we do not merely say of the pleasant, it pleases, but, it 
gratifies. I give to it no mere assent, but inclination is aroused by it; 
and in the case of what is pleasant in the most lively fashion there is 
no judgment at all upon the character of the object, for those [per- 
sons} who always lay themselves out for enjoyment (for that is the 
word describing intense gratification) would fain dispense with all 
judgment. 


§4. The Satisfaction in the Good Is Bound Up with Interest 


Whatever by means of reason pleases through the mere concept is 
good. That which pleases only as a means we call good for some- 
thing (the useful), but that which pleases for itself is good in itself. In 
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both there is always involved the concept of a purpose, and conse- 
quently the relation of reason to the (at least possible) volition, and 
thus a satisfaction in the presence of an object or an action, i.e. some 
kind of interest. 

In order to find anything good, I must always know what sort of a 
thing the object ought to be, i.e. I must have a concept of it. But 
there is no need of this to find a thing beautiful. Flowers, free delinea- 
tions, outlines intertwined with one another without design and 
called [conventional] foliage, have no meaning, depend on no defi- 
nite concept, and yet they please. Satisfaction in the good must de- 
pend on reflection upon an object that leads to some concept (however 
indefinite), and it is thus distinguished from the pleasant, which rests 
entirely upon sensation. 

It is true, the pleasant seems in many cases to be the same as the 
good. Thus people are accustomed to say that all gratification (espe- 
cially if it lasts) is good in itself, which is very much the same as to 
say that lasting pleasure and the good are the same. But we can soon 
see that this is merely a confusion of words, for the concepts which 
properly belong to these expressions can in no way be interchanged. 
The pleasant, which, as such, represents the object simply in relation 
to sense, must first be brought by the concept of a purpose under prin- 
ciples of reason, in order to call it good, as an object of the will. But 
that there is [involved] a quite different relation to satisfaction in 
calling that which gratifies at the same time good may be seen from 
the fact that, in the case of the good, the question always is whether it 
is mediately or immediately good (useful or good in itself); but on 
the contrary in the case of the pleasant, there can be no question 
about this at all, for the word always signifies something which 


pleases immediately. (The same is applicable to what I call beauti- 
ful.) 


However, notwithstanding all this difference between the pleasant 
and the good, they both agree in this that they are always bound up 
with an interest in their object; so are not only the pleasant ({ 3), and 
the mediate good (the useful) which is pleasing as a means toward 
pleasantness somewhere, but also that which is good absolutely and 
in every aspect, viz. moral good, which brings with it the highest in- 
terest. For the good is the object of will (i.e. of a faculty of desire 
determined by reason). But to wish for something and to have a satis- 
faction in its existence, i.e. to take an interest in it, are identical. 


KANT / 285 


{ 5. Comparison of the Three Specifically Different 
Kinds of Satisfaction 


The pleasant and the good have both a reference to the faculty of de- 
sire, and they bring with them, the former a satisfaction pathologically 
conditioned (by impulses, stimuli), the latter a pure practical satis- 
faction which is determined not merely by the representation of the 
object but also by the represented connection of the subject with the 
existence of the object. [It is not merely the object that pleases, but 
also its existence.] 2 On the other hand, the judgment of taste is merely 
contemplative; i.e., it is a judgment which, indifferent as regards the 
existence of an object, compares its character with the feeling of pleas- 
ure and pain. But this contemplation itself is not directed to concepts; 
for the judgment of taste is not a cognitive judgment (either theo- 
retical or practical), and thus is not based on concepts, nor has it con- 
cepts as its purpose. 

The pleasant, the beautiful, and the good designate then three dif- 
ferent relations of representations to the feeling of pleasure and pain, 
in reference to which we distinguish from one another objects or 
methods of representing them. And the expressions corresponding to 
each, by which we mark our complacency in them, are not the same. 
That which gratifies a man is called pleasant; that which merely 
pleases him is beautiful; that which is esteemed [or approved] * by 
him, i.e. that to which he accords an objective worth, is good. Pleas- 
antness concerns irrational animals also, but beauty only concerns 
men, i.e. animal, but still rational, beings—not merely qud rational 
(e.g. spirits), but gud animal also—and the good concerns every ra- 
tional being in general. This is a proposition which can only be com- 
pletely established and explained in the sequel. We may say that, of 
all these three kinds of satisfaction, that of taste in the beautiful is 
alone a disinterested and free satisfaction; for no interest, either of 
sense or of reason, here forces our assent. Hence we may say of satis- 
faction that it is related in the three aforesaid cases to inclination, to 
favor, or to respect. Now favor is the only free satisfaction. An object 
of inclination and one that is proposed to our desire by a law of reason 
leave us no freedom in forming for ourselves anywhere an object of 
pleasure. All interest presupposes or generates a want, and, as the 


2 {Second edition.| 
3 [Second edition. | 
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determining ground of assent, it leaves the judgment about the object 
no longer free. 
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Explanation of the Beautiful Resulting from the First Moment 


Taste is the faculty of judging of an object or a method of representing 
it by an entirely disinterested satisfaction or dissatisfaction. The ob- 
ject of such satisfaction is called beautiful. 


SECOND MOMENT 
Of the Judgment of Taste, According to Quantity 


§6. The Beautiful Is That Which Apart from Concepts Is 
Represented as the Object of a Universal Satisfaction 


This explanation of the beautiful can be derived from the preceding 
explanation of it as the object of an entirely disinterested satisfac- 
tion. For the fact of which everyone is conscious, that the satisfaction 
is for him quite disinterested, implies in his judgment a ground of sat- 
isfaction for all men. For since it does not rest on any inclination of 
the subject (nor upon any other premeditated interest), but since 
the person who judges feels himself quite free as regards the satisfac- 
tion which he attaches to the object, he cannot find the ground of 
this satisfaction in any private conditions connected with his own sub- 
ject, and hence it must be regarded as grounded on what he can pte- 
suppose in every other person. Consequently he must believe that he 
has reason for attributing a similar satisfaction to everyone. He will 
therefore speak of the beautiful as if beauty were a characteristic of 
the object and the judgment logical (constituting a cognition of the 
object by means of concepts of it), although it is only aesthetical and 
involves merely a reference of the representation of the object to the 
subject. For it has this similarity to a logical judgment that we can 
presuppose its validity for all men. But this universality cannot arise 
from concepts; for from concepts there is no transition to the feeling 
of pleasure or pain (except in pure practical laws, which bring an in- 
terest with them such as is not bound up with the pure judgment of 
taste). Consequently the judgment of taste, accompanied with the 
consciousness of separation from all interest, must claim validity for 
every man, without this universality depending on objects. That is, 
there must be bound up with it a title to subjective universality. 


KANT / 287 


§7. Comparison of the Beautiful with the Pleasant and the 
Good by Means of the Above Characteristic 


As regards the pleasant, everyone is content that his judgment, which 
he bases upon private feeling and by which he says of an object that it 
pleases him, should be limited merely to his own person. Thus he is 
quite contented that if he says, “Canary wine is pleasant,” another 
man may correct his expression and remind him that he ought to say, 
“It is pleasant to me.” And this is the case not only as regards the 
taste of the tongue, the palate, and the throat, but for whatever 1s 
pleasant to anyone’s eyes and ears. To one, violet color is soft and 
lovely; to another, it is washed out and dead. One man likes the tone 
of wind instruments, another that of strings. To strive here with the 
design of reproving as incorrect another man’s judgment which is dif- 
ferent from our own, as if the judgments were logically opposed, would 
be folly. As regards the pleasant, therefore, the fundamental proposi- 
tion is valid: everyone has his own taste (the taste of sense). 

The case is quite different with the beautiful. It would (on the con- 
trary) be laughable if a man who imagined anything to his own taste 
thought to justify himself by saying: “This object (the house we see, 
the coat that person wears, the concert we hear, the poem submitted 
to our judgment) is beautiful for me.” For he must not call it beautt- 
ful if it merely pleases him. Many things may have for him charm and 
pleasantness—no one troubles himself at that—but if he gives out any- 
thing as beautiful, he supposes in others the same satisfaction; he 
judges not merely for himself, but for everyone, and speaks of beauty 
as if it were a property of things. Hence he says “the thing is beauti- 
ful”; and he does not count on the agreement of others with this his 
judgment of satisfaction, because he has found this agreement several 
times before, but he demands it of them. He blames them if they 
judge otherwise and he denies them taste, which he nevertheless re- 
quires from them. Here, then, we cannot say that each man has his 
own particular taste. For this would be as much as to say that there is 
no taste whatever, i.e. no aesthetical judgment which can make a 
rightful claim upon everyone’s assent. 

At the same time we find as regards the pleasant that there is an 
agreement among men in their judgments upon it in regard to which 
we deny taste to some and attribute it to others, by this not meaning 
one of our organic senses, but a faculty of judging in respect of the 
pleasant generally. Thus we say of a man who knows how to entertain 
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his guests with pleasures (of enjoyment for all the senses), so that they 
are all pleased, “he has taste.” But here the universality is only taken 
comparatively; and there emerge rules which are only general (like all 
empirical ones), and not universal, which latter the judgment of taste 
upon the beautiful undertakes or lays claim to. It is a judgment in ref- 
erence to sociability, so far as this rests on empirical rules. In respect 
of the good it is true that judgments make rightful claim to validity 
for everyone; but the good is represented only by means of a concept 
as the object of a universal satisfaction, which is the case neither with 
the pleasant nor with the beautiful. 


§ 8. The Universality of the Satisfaction Is Represented in 4 
Judgment of Taste Only as Subjective 


This particular determination of the universality of an aesthetical 
judgment, which is to be met with in a judgment of taste, is note- 
worthy, not indeed for the logician, but for the transcendental phi- 
losopher. It requires no small trouble to discover its origin, but we thus 
detect a property of our cognitive faculty which without this analysis 
would remain unknown, 

First, we must be fully convinced of the fact that in a judgment of 
taste (about the beautiful) the satisfaction in the object is imputed to 
everyone, without being based on a concept (for then it would be the 
good). Further, this claim to universal validity so essentially belongs 
to a judgment by which we describe anything as beautiful that, if this 
were not thought in it, it would never come into our thoughts to use 
the expression at all, but everything which pleases without a concept 
would be counted as pleasant. In respect of the latter, everyone has his 
own opinion; and no one assumes in another agreement with his 
judgment of taste, which is always the case in a judgment of taste 
about beauty. I may call the first the taste of sense, the second the 
taste of reflection, so far as the first lays down mere private judgments 
and the second judgments supposed to be generally valid (public), 
but in both cases aesthetical (not practical) judgments about an ob- 
ject merely in respect of the relation of its representation to the feeling 
of pleasure and pain. Now here is something strange. As regards the 
taste of sense, not only does experience show that its judgment (of 
pleasure or pain connected with anything) is not valid universally, 
but everyone is content not to impute agreement with it to others (al- 
though actually there is often found a very extended concurrence in 
these judgments). On the other hand, the taste of reflection has its 
claim to the universal validity of its judgments (about the beautiful ) 
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rejected often enough, as experience teaches, although it may find it 
possible (as it actually does) to represent judgments which can de- 
mand this universal agreement. In fact it imputes this to everyone for 
each of its judgments of taste, without the persons that judge disput- 
ing as to the possibility of such a claim, although in particular cases 
they cannot agree as to the correct application of this faculty. 

Here we must, in the first place, remark that a universality which 
does not rest on concepts of objects (not even on empirical ones) is 
not logical but aesthetical; i.e. it involves no objective quantity of the 
judgment, but only that which is subjective. For this I use the expres- 
sion general validity, which signifies the validity of the reference of a 
representation, not to the cognitive faculty, but to the feeling of pleas- 
ure and pain for every subject. (We can avail ourselves also of the 
same expression for the logical quantity of the judgment, if only we 
prefix “objective” to “universal validity,” to distinguish it from that 
which is merely subjective and aesthetical. ) 

A judgment with objective universal validity is also always valid 
subjectively; i.e. if the judgment holds for everything contained under 
a given concept, it holds also for everyone who represents an object 
by means of this concept. But from a subjective universal validity, 1.e. 
aesthetical and resting on no concept, we cannot infer that which is 
logical because that kind of judgment does not extend to the object. 
But, therefore, the aesthetical universality which is ascribed to a judg- 
ment must be of a particular kind, because it does not unite the predi- 
cate of beauty with the concept of the object, considered in its whole 
logical sphere, and yet extends it to the whole sphere of judging per- 
sons. 

In respect of logical quantity, all judgments of taste are singular 
judgments. For because I must refer the object immediately to my 
feeling of pleasure and pain, and that not by means of concepts, they 
cannot have the quantity of objective generally valid judgments. Nev- 
ertheless, if the singular representation of the object of the judgment 
of taste, in accordance with the conditions determining the latter, 
were transformed by comparison into a concept, a logically universal 
judgment could result therefrom. E.g., I describe by a judgment of 
taste the rose that I see as beautiful. But the judgment which results 
from the comparison of several singular judgments, “Roses in general 
are beautiful,” is no longer described simply as aesthetical, but as a 
logical judgment based on an aesthetical one. Again the judgment, 
“The rose is pleasant” (to use) is, although aesthetical and singular, 
not a judgment of taste but of sense. It is distinguished from the for- 
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mer by the fact that the judgment of taste carries with it an aesthetic 
quantity of universality, i.e. of validity for everyone, which cannot be 
found in a judgment about the pleasant. It is only judgments about 
the good which, although they also determine satisfaction in an ob- 
ject, have logical and not merely aesthetical universality, for they are 
valid of the object as cognitive of it, and thus are valid for everyone. 

If we judge objects merely according to concepts, then all repre- 
sentation of beauty is lost. Thus there can be no rule according to 
which anyone is to be forced to recognize anything as beautiful. We 
cannot press [upon others] by the aid of any reasons or fundamental 
propositions our judgment that a coat, a house, or a flower is beautiful. 
People wish to submit the object to their own eyes, as if the satisfac- 
tion in it depended on sensation; and yet, if we then call the object 
beautiful, we believe that we speak with a universal voice, and we 
claim the assent of everyone, although on the contrary all private sen- 
sation can only decide for the observer himself and his satisfaction. 

We may see now that in the judgment of taste nothing is postulated 
but such a universal voice, in respect of the satisfaction without the 
intervention of concepts, and thus the possibility of an aesthetical 
judgment that can, at the same time, be regarded as valid for everyone. 
The judgment of taste itself does not postulate the agreement of every- 
one (for that can only be done by a logically universal judgment be- 
cause it can adduce reasons); it only imputes this agreement to 
everyone, as a case of the rule in respect of which it expects, not 
confirmation by concepts, but assent from others. The universal voice 
is, therefore, only an idea (we do not yet inquire upon what it rests). It 
may be uncertain whether or not the man who believes that he is lay- 
ing down a judgment of taste is, as a matter of fact, judging in con- 
formity with that idea; but that he refers his judgment thereto, and 
consequently that it is intended to be a judgment of taste, he an- 
nounces by the expression “beauty.” He can be quite certain of this 
for himself by the mere consciousness of the separating off everything 
belonging to the pleasant and the good from the satisfaction which is 
left; and this is all for which he promises himself the agreement of 
everyone—a claim which would be justifiable under these conditions, 
provided only he did not often make mistakes, and thus lay down an 
erroneous judgment of taste. 
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§9. Investigation of the Question Whether in the Judgment 
of Taste the Feeling of Pleasure Precedes or Follows the Judging 
of the Object 


The solution of this question is the key to the critique of taste, and so 
is worthy of all attention. 

If the pleasure in the given object precedes, and it is only its uni- 
versal communicability that is to be acknowledged in the judgment of 
taste about the representation of the object, there would be a contra- 
diction. For such pleasure would be nothing different from the mere 
pleasantness in the sensation, and so in accordance with its nature 
could have only private validity, because it is immediately dependent 
on the representation through which the object is given. 

Hence it is the universal capability of communication of the mental 
state in the given representation which, as the subjective condition of 
the judgment of taste, must be fundamental and must have the pleas- 
ure in the object as its consequent. But nothing can be universally 
communicated except cognition and representation, so far as it be- 
longs to cognition. For it is only thus that this latter can be objective, 
and only through this has it a universal point of reference, with which 
the representative power of everyone is compelled to harmonize. If the 
determining ground of our judgment as to this universal communica- 
bility of the representation is to be merely subjective, i.e. is conceived 
independently of any concept of the object, it can be nothing else 
than the state of mind, which is to be met with in the relation of our 
representative powers to each other, so far as they refer a given repre- 
sentation to cognition in general. 

The cognitive powers, which are involved by this representation, 
are here in free play, because no definite concept limits them to a 
definite* rule of cognition. Hence the state of mind in this representa- 
tion must be a feeling of the free play of the representative powers in a 
given representation with reference to a cognition in general. Now a 
representation by which an object is given that is to become a cogni- 
tion in general requires imagination for the gathering together the 
manifold of intuition, and understanding for the unity of the concept 
uniting the representations. This state of free play of the cognitive 
faculties in a representation by which an object is given must be uni- 
versally communicable, because cognition, as the determination of the 
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object with which given representations (in whatever subject) are to 
agree, is the only kind of representation which is valid for everyone. 

The subjective universal communicability of the mode of repre- 
sentation in a judgment of taste, since it is to be possible without pre- 
supposing a definite concept, can refer to nothing else than the state 
of mind in the free play of the imagination and the understanding (so 
far as they agree with each other, as is requisite for cognition in gen- 
eral). We are conscious that this subjective relation, suitable for cog- 
nition in general, must be valid for everyone, and thus must be uni- 
versally communicable, just as if it were a definite cognition, resting 
always on that relation as its subjective condition. 

This merely subjective (aesthetical) judging of the object, or of the 
representation by which it is given, precedes the pleasure in the same 
and is the ground of this pleasure in the harmony of the cognitive fac- 
ulties; but on that universality of the subjective conditions for judg- 
ing of objects is alone based the universal subjective validity of the sat- 
isfaction bound up by us with the representation of the object that we 
call beautiful. 

That the power of communicating one’s state of mind, even though 
only in respect of the cognitive faculties, carries a pleasure with it, this 
we can easily show from the natural propension of man toward so- 
ciability (empirical and psychological). But this is not enough for our 
design. The pleasure that we feel is, in a judgment of taste, necessarily 
imputed by us to everyone else, as if, when we call a thing beautiful, 
it is to be regarded as a characteristic of the object which is determined 
in it according to concepts, though beauty, without a reference to the 
feeling of the subject, is nothing by itself. But we must reserve the ex- 
amination of this question until we have answered that other—if and 
how aesthetical judgments are possible a priori. 

We now occupy ourselves with the easier question, in what way we 
are conscious of a mutual subjective harmony of the cognitive powers 
with one another in the judgment of taste—is it aesthetically by mere 
internal sense and sensation, or is it intellectually by the consciousness 
of our designed activity, by which we bring them into play? 

If the given representation which occasions the judgment of taste 
were a concept uniting understanding and imagination in the judging 
of the object, into a cognition of the object, the consciousness of this 
relation would be intellectual (as in the objective schematism of the 
judgment of which the Critique treats). But then the judgment would 
not be laid down in reference to pleasure and pain, and consequently 
would not be a judgment of taste. But the judgment of taste, inde- 
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pendently of concepts, determines the object in respect of satisfaction 
and of the predicate of beauty. Therefore that subjective unity of re- 
lation can only make itself known by means of sensation. The excite- 
ment of both faculties (imagination and understanding) to inde- 
terminate but yet, through the stimulus of the given sensation, har- 
monious activity, viz. that which belongs to cognition in general, is 
the sensation whose universal communicability is postulated by the 
judgment of taste. An objective relation can only be thought, but yet, 
so far as it is subjective according to its conditions, can be felt in its 
effect on the mind; and, of a relation based on no concept (like the 
relation of the representative powers to a cognitive faculty in general), 
no other consciousness is possible than that through the sensation of 
the effect, which consists in the more lively play of both mental powers 
(the imagination and the understanding) when animated by mutual 
agreement. A representation which, as individual and apart from com- 
parison with others, yet has an agreement with the conditions of uni- 
versality which it is the business of the understanding to supply, 
brings the cognitive faculties into that proportionate accord which we 
require for all cognition, and so regard as holding for everyone who is 
determined to judge by means of understanding and sense in com- 
bination (i.e. for every man). 


Explanation of the Beautiful Resulting from the Second Moment 


The beautiful is that which pleases universally without [requiring] a 
concept. 


THIRD MOMENT 


Of Judgments of Taste, According to the Relation of 
the Purposes Which Are Brought into Consideration in Them 


§10. Of Purposiveness in General 


If we wish to explain what a purpose is according to its transcendental 
determinations (without presupposing anything empirical like the 
feeling of pleasure), [we say that] the purpose is the object of a con- 
cept, in so far as the concept is regarded as the cause of the object 
(the rea] ground of its possibility); and the causality of a concept in 
respect of its object is its purposiveness (forma finalis). Where then 
not merely the cognition of an object but the object itself (its form 
and existence) is thought as an effect only possible by means of the 
concept of this latter, there we think a purpose. The representation of 
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the effect is here the determining ground of its cause and precedes it. 
The consciousness of the causality of a representation, for maintaining 
the subject in the same state, may here generally denote what we call 
pleasure; while on the other hand pain is that representation which 
contains the ground of the determination of the state of representa- 
tions into their opposite [of restraining or removing them].° 

The faculty of desire, so far as it is determinable to act only through 
concepts, i.e. in conformity with the representation of a purpose, 
would be the will. But an object, or a state of mind, or even an action 
is called purposive, although its possibility does not necessarily pre- 
suppose the representation of a purpose, merely because its possi- 
bility can be explained and conceived by us only so far as we assume 
for its ground a causality according to purposes, i.e. im accordance 
with a will which has regulated it according to the representation of a 
certain rule. There can be, then, purposiveness without purpose, so far 
as we do not place the causes of this form in a will, but yet can only 
make the explanation of its possibility intelligible to ourselves by de- 
riving it from a will. Again, we are not always forced to regard what 
we observe (in respect of its possibility) from the point of view of 
reason. Thus we can at least observe a purposiveness according to 
form, without basing it on a purpose (as the material of the nexus 
finalis) , and remark it in objects, although only by reflection. 


§11. The Judgment of Taste Has Nothing at Its Basis but the 
Form of the Purposiveness of an Object (or of Its Mode 
of Representation ) 


Every purpose, if it be regarded as a ground of satisfaction, always cat- 
ries with it an interest—as the determining ground of the judgment— 
about the object of pleasure. Therefore no subjective purpose can lie 
at the basis of the judgment of taste. But also the judgment of taste 
can be determined by no representation of an objective purpose, 1.e. 
of the possibility of the object itself in accordance with principles of 
purposive combination, and consequently by no concept of the good, 
because it is an aesthetical and not a cognitive judgment. It therefore 
has to do with no concept of the character and internal or external 
possibility of the object by means of this or that cause, but merely 
with the relation of the representative powers to one another, so far 
as they are determined by a representation. 

Now this relation in the determination of an object as beautiful is 
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bound up with the feeling of pleasure, which is declared by the judg- 
ment of taste to be valid for everyone; hence a pleasantness [merely] 
accompanying the representation can as little contain the determin- 
ing ground [of the judgment] as the representation of the perfection 
of the object and the concept of the good can. Therefore it can be 
nothing else than the subjective purposiveness in the representation of 
an object without any purpose (either objective or subjective), and 
thus it is the mere form of purposiveness in the representation by 
which an object is given to us, so far as we are conscious of it, which 
constitutes the satisfaction that we without a concept judge to be uni- 
versally communicable; and, consequently, this is the determining 
ground of the judgment of taste. 


{12. The Judgment of Taste Rests on a Priori Grounds 


To establish a priori the connection of the feeling of a pleasure or pain 
as an effect, with any representation whatever (sensation or concept) 
as its cause, is absolutely impossible, for that would be a [particular] ° 
causal relation which (with objects of experience) can always only 
be cognized a posteriori and through the medium of experience itself. 
We actually have, indeed, in the Critique of Practical Reason, derived 
from universal moral concepts a priori the feeling of respect (as a spe- 
cial and peculiar modification of feeling which will not strictly corre- 
spond either to the pleasure or the pain that we get from empirical ob- 
jects). But there we could go beyond the bounds of experience and 
call in a causality which rested on a supersensible attribute of the 
subject, viz. freedom. And even there, properly speaking, it was not 
this feeling which we derived from the idea of the moral as cause, but 
merely the determination of the will. But the state of mind which ac- 
companies any determination of the will is in itself a feeling of pleas- 
ure and identical with it, and therefore does not follow from it as its 
effect. This last must only be assumed if the concept of the moral as 
a good precede the determination of the will by the law, for in that 
case the pleasure that is bound up with the concept could not be de- 
rived from it as from a mere cognition. 

Now the case is similar with the pleasure in aesthetical judgments, 
only that here it is merely contemplative and does not bring about an 
interest in the object, while on the other hand in the mora] judgment 
it 1s practical. The consciousness of the mere formal purposiveness in 
the play of the subject’s cognitive powers, in a representation through 
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which an object is given, is the pleasure itself, because it contains a 
determining ground of the activity of the subject in respect of the ex- 
citement of its cognitive powers, and therefore an inner causality 
(which is purposive) in respect of cognition in general, without 
however being limited to any definite cognition, and consequently 
contains a mere form of the subjective purposiveness of a representa- 
tion in an aesthetical judgment. This pleasure is in no way practical, 
neither like that arising from the pathological ground of pleasantness, 
nor that from the intellectual ground of the presented good. But yet 
it involves causality, viz. of maintaining without further design the 
state of the representation itself and the occupation of the cognitive 
powers. We linger over the contemplation of the beautiful because 
this contemplation strengthens and reproduces itself, which is analo- 
gous to (though not of the same kind as) that lingering which takes 
place when a [physical] charm in the representation of the object re- 
peatedly arouses the attention, the mind being passive. 


§ 13. The Pure Judgment of Taste Is Indifferent of 
Charm and Emotion 


Every interest spoils the judgment of taste and takes from its impar- 
tiality, especially if the purposiveness is not, as with the interest of rea- 
son, placed before the feeling of pleasure but grounded on it. This 
last always happens in an aesthetical judgment upon anything, so far 
as it gratifies or grieves us. Hence judgments so affected can lay no 
claim at all to a universally valid satisfaction, or at least so much the 
less claim, in proportion as there are sensations of this sort among the 
determining grounds of taste. That taste is always barbaric which 
needs a mixture of charms and emotions in order that there may be 
satisfaction, and still more so if it make these the measure of its assent. 

Nevertheless charms are often not only taken account of in the 
case of beauty (which properly speaking ought merely to be con- 
cerned with form) as contributory to the aesthetical universal satis- 
faction, but they are passed off as in themselves beauties; and thus the 
matter of satisfaction is substituted for the form. This misconception, 
however, which like so many others, has something true at its basis, 
may be removed by a careful determination of these concepts. 

A judgment of taste on which charm and emotion have no influ- 
ence (although they may be bound up with the satisfaction in the 
beautiful )—which therefore has as its determining ground merely the 
purposiveness of the form—is a pure judgment of taste. 
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(14. Elucidation by Means of Examples 


Aesthetical judgments can be divided just like theoretical (logical) 
judgments into empirical and pure. The first assert pleasantness or 
unpleasantness; the second assert the beauty of an object or of the 
manner of representing it. The former are judgments of sense (ma- 
terial aesthetical judgments); the latter [as formal] 7 are alone strictly 
judgments of taste. 

A judgment of taste is therefore pure only so far as no merely em- 
pirical satisfaction is mingled with its determining ground. But this 
always happens if charm or emotion have any share in the judgment 
by which anything is to be described as beautiful. 

Now here many objections present themselves which fallaciously 
put forward charm not merely as a necessary ingredient of beauty, 
but as alone sufficient [to justify] a thing’s being called beautiful. A 
mere color, e.g. the green of a grass plot, a mere tone (as distinguished 
from sound and noise), like that of a violin, are by most people de- 
scribed as beautiful in themselves, although both seem to have at their 
basis merely the matter of representations, viz. simply sensation, and 
therefore only deserve to be called pleasant. But we must at the same 
time remark that the sensations of colors and of tone have a night to 
be regarded as beautiful only in so far as they are pure. This is a de- 
termination which concerns their form and is the only [element] of 
these representations which admits with certainty of universal com- 
municability; for we cannot assume that the quality of sensations is 
the same in all subjects, and we can hardly say that the pleasantness of 
one color or the tone of one musical instrument is judged preferable to 
that of another in the same® way by everyone. 


In painting, sculpture, and in all the formative arts—in architecture 
and horticulture, so far as they are beautiful arts—the delineation is 
the essential thing; and here it is not what gratifies in sensation but 
what pleases by means of its form that is fundamental for taste. The 
colors which light up the sketch belong to the charm; they may indeed 
enliven® the object for sensation, but they cannot make it worthy of 
contemplation and beautiful. In most cases they are rather limited by 
7 [Second edition. ] 


8 [First edition has “gleiche’”’; second edition has “soiche.’’| 
9 [“Belebt machen’’; first edition had “‘beliebt.”’| 


298 / Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


the requirements of the beautiful form, and even where charm Is per- 
missible it is ennobled solely by this. 

Every form of the objects of sense (both of external sense and also 
mediately of internal) is either figure or play. In the latter case it 
is either play of figures (in space, viz. pantomime and dancing) or the 
mere play of sensations (in time). The charm of colors or of the pleas- 
ant tones of an instrument may be added, but the delineation in the 
first case and the composition in the second constitute the proper ob- 
ject of the pure judgment of taste. To say that the purity of colors and 
of tones, or their variety and contrast, seem to add to beauty does not 
mean that they supply a homogeneous addition to our satisfaction in 
the form because they are pleasant in themselves; but they do so be- 
cause they make the form more exactly, definitely, and completely, 
intuitible, and besides, by their charm [excite the representation, while 
they] ?° awaken and fix our attention on the object itself. 

Even what we call “ornaments” [parerga],™ i.e. those things which 
do not belong to the complete representation of the object internally 
as elements, but only externally as complements, and which augment 
the satisfaction of taste, do so only by their form; as, for example, [the 
frames of pictures!” or] the draperies of statues or the colonnades of 
palaces. But if the ornament does not itself consist in beautiful form, 
and if it is used as a golden frame is used, merely to recommend the 
painting by its charm, it is then called finery and injures genuine 
beauty. 

Emotion, that is a sensation in which pleasantness is produced by 
means of a momentary checking and a consequent more powerful 
outflow of the vital force, does not belong at all to beauty. But sub- 
limity [with which the feeling of emotion is bound up| requires a 
different standard of judgment from that which is at the foundation 
of taste; and thus a pure judgment of taste has for its determmming 
ground neither charm nor emotion—in a word, no sensation as the: 
material of the aesthetical judgment. 


415. The Judgment of Taste Is Quite Independent of the 
Concept of Perfection 


Objective purposiveness can only be cognized by means of the refer- 
ence of the manifold to a definite purpose, and therefore only 
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through a concept. From this alone it is plain that the beautiful, the 
judging of which has at its basis a merely formal purposiveness, 1.€. a 
purposiveness without purpose, is quite independent of the concept 
of the good, because the latter presupposes an objective purposive- 
ness, i.e. the reference of the object to a definite purpose. 

Objective purposiveness is either external, i.e. the utility, or internal, 
i.e. the perfection of the object. That the satisfaction mm an object, on 
account of which we call it beautiful, cannot rest on the representa- 
tion of its utility is sufficiently obvious from the two preceding sec- 
tions; because in that case it would not be an immediate satisfaction 
in the object, which is the essential condition of a judgment about 
beauty. But objective internal purposiveness, i.e. perfection, comes 
nearer to the predicate of beauty; and it has been regarded by cele- 
brated philosophers as the same as beauty, with the proviso, if it ts 
thought in a confused way. It is of the greatest importance in a cri- 
tique of taste to decide whether beauty can thus actually be resolved 
into the concept of perfection. 

To judge of objective purposiveness we always need, not only the 
concept of a purpose, but (if that purposiveness is not to be external 
utility but internal) the concept of an internal purpose which shall 
contain the ground of the internal possibility of the object. Now as a 
purpose in general is that whose concept can be regarded as the 
eround of the possibility of the object itself; so, in order to represent 
objective purposiveness in a thing, the concept of what sort of thing it 
is to be must come first. The agreement of the manifold in it with this 
concept (which furnishes the rule for combining the manifold) is the 
qualitative perfection of the thing. Quite different from this is quantt- 
tative perfection, the completeness of a thing after its kind, which is a 
mere concept of magnitude (of totality). In this what the thing ought 
to be is conceived as already determined, and it is only asked if it has 
all its requisites. The formal [element] in the representation of a 
thing, i.e. the agreement of the manifold with a unity (it being un- 
determined what this ought to be), gives to cognition no objective 
purposiveness whatever. For since abstraction is made of this unity as 
purpose (what the thing ought to be), nothing remains but the sub- 
jective purposiveness of the representations in the mind of the intuit- 
ing subject. And this, although it furnishes a certain purposiveness of 
the representative state of the subject, and so a facility of apprehend- 
ing a given form by the imagination, yet furnishes no perfection of an 
object, since the object is not here conceived by means of the concept 
of a purpose. For example, if in a forest I come across a plot of sward. 
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around which trees stand in a circle and do not then represent to my- 
self a purpose, viz. that it is intended to serve for country dances, not 
the least concept of perfection is furnished by the mere form. But to 
represent to oneself a formal objective purposiveness without purpose, 
ie. the mere form of a perfection (without any matter and without 
the concept of that with which it is accordant, even if it were merely 
the idea of conformity to law in general ),1* is a veritable contradiction. 

Now the judgment of taste is an aesthetical judgment, i.e. such as 
rests on subjective grounds, the determining ground of which cannot 
be a concept, and consequently cannot be the concept of a definite 
purpose. Therefore by means of beauty, regarded as a formal subjec- 
tive purposiveness, there is in no way thought a perfection of the ob- 
ject, as a purposiveness alleged to be formal but which is yet objective. 
And thus to distinguish between the concepts of the beautiful and 
the good as if they were only different in logical form, the first being 
a confused, the second a clear concept of perfection, but identical in 
content and origin, is quite fallacious. For then there would be no 
specific difference between them, but a judgment of taste would be as 
much a cognitive judgment as the judgment by which a thing is de- 
scribed as good; just as when the ordinary man says that fraud is un- 
just he bases his judgment on confused grounds, while the philosopher 
bases it on clear grounds, but both on identical principles of reason. 
I have already, however, said that an aesthetical judgment is unique of 
its kind and gives absolutely no cognition (not even a confused cog- 
nition) of the object; this is only supplied by a logical judgment. On 
the contrary, it simply refers the representation, by which an object 1s 
given, to the subject, and brings to our notice no characteristic of the 
object, but only the purposive form in the determination of the rep- 
resentative powers which are occupying themselves therewith. ‘The 
judgment is called aesthetical just because its determining ground is 
not a concept, but the feeling (of internal sense) of that harmony in 
the play of the mental powers, so far as it can be felt in sensation. On 
the other hand, if we wish to call confused concepts and the objective 
judgment based on them aesthetical, we will have an understanding 
judging sensibly or a sense representing its objects by means of con- 
cepts [both of which are contradictory].!°> The faculty of concepts, be 
they confused or clear, is the understanding; and although under- 
standing has to do with the judgment of taste as an aesthetical judg- 
ment (as it has with all judgments), yet it has to do with it, not as a 
faculty by which an object is cognized, but as the faculty which de- 


14 [The words “even if . . . general’ were added in the second edition.| 
15 [Second edition.] 
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termines the judgment and its representation (without any concept) 
in accordance with its relation to the subject and the subject’s internal 
feeling, in so far as this judgment may be possible in accordance with 
a universal rule. 


Explanation of the Beautiful Derived from this Third Moment 


Beauty is the form of the purposiveness of an object, so far as this is 
perceived in it without any representation of a purpose.'® 


FOURTH MOMENT 


Of the Judgment of Taste, According to the Modality 
of the Satisfaction in the Object 


18. What the Modality in a Judgment of Taste Is 


I can say of every representation that it is at least possible that (as a 
cognition) it should be bound up with a pleasure. Of a representation 
that I call pleasant I say that it actually excites pleasure in me. But the 
beautiful we think as having a necessary reference to satisfaction. 
Now this necessity is of a peculiar kind. It is not a theoretical objective 
necessity, in which case it would be cognized a priori that everyone 
will feel this satisfaction in the object called beautiful by me. It is not 
a practical necessity, in which case, by concepts of a pure rational will 
serving as a rule for freely acting beings, the satisfaction is the neces- 
sary result of an objective law and only indicates that we absolutely 
(without any further design) ought to act in a certain way. But the 
necessity which is thought in an aesthetical judgment can only be 
called exemplary, i.e. a necessity of the assent of all to a judgment 
which is regarded as the example of a universal rule that we cannot 
state. Since an aesthetical judgment is not an objective cognitive 
judgment, this necessity cannot be derived from definite concepts 
and is therefore not apodictic. Still less can it be inferred from the 


16 It might be objected to this explanation that there are things in which we see 
a purposive form without cognizing any purpose in them, like the stone imple- 
ments often gotten from old sepulchral tumuli with a hole in them, as if for a 
handle. These, although they plainly indicate by their shape a purposiveness of 
which we do not know the purpose, are nevertheless not described as beautiful. 
But if we regard a thing as a work of art, that is enough to make us admit that 
its shape has reference to some design and definite purpose. And hence there is no 
immediate satisfaction in the contemplation of it. On the other hand a flower, 
e.g. a tulip, is regarded as beautiful, because in perceiving it we find a certain 
purposiveness which, in our judgment, is referred to no purpose at all. 
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universality of experience (of a complete agreement of judgments 
as to the beauty of a certain object). For not only would experience 
hardly furnish sufficiently numerous vouchers for this, but also, on 


empirical judgments, we can base no concept of the necessity of these 
judgments. 


§19. The Subjective Necessity, Which We Ascribe to the 
Judgment of Taste, Is Conditioned 


The judgment of taste requires the agreement of everyone, and he 
who describes anything as beautiful claims that everyone ought to give 
his approval to the object in question and also describe it as beautiful. 
The ought in the aesthetical judgment is therefore pronounced in ac- 
cordance with all the data which are required for judging, and yet is 
only conditioned. We ask for the agreement of everyone else, because 
we have for it a ground that is common to all; and we could count on 
this agreement, provided we were always sure that the case was cor- 
rectly subsumed under that ground as rule of assent. 


§ 20. The Condition of Necessity Which a Judgment of 
Taste Asserts Is the Idea of a Common Sense 


If judgments of taste (like cognitive judgments) had a definite ob- 
jective principle, then the person who lays them down in accordance 
with this latter would claim an unconditioned necessity for his judg- 
ment. If they were devoid of all principle, like those of the mere taste 
of sense, we would not allow them in thought any necessity whatever. 
Hence they must have a subjective principle which determines what 
pleases or displeases only by feeling and not by concepts, but yet with 
universal validity. But such a principle could only be regarded as a 
common sense, which is essentially different from common under- 
standing which people sometimes call common sense (sensus com- 
munis); for the latter does not judge by feeling but always by con- 
cepts, although ordinarily only as by obscurely represented principles. 

Hence it is only under the presupposition that there is a common 
sense (by which we do not understand an external sense, but the ef- 
fect resulting from the free play of our cognitive powers)—it is only 
under this presupposition, I say, that the judgment of taste can be 
laid down. 


§{ 21. Have We Ground for Presupposing a Common Sense? 


Cognitions and judgments must, along with the conviction that ac- 
companies them, admit of universal communicability; for otherwise 
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there would be no harmony between them and the object, and they 
would be collectively a mere subjective play of the representative pow- 
ers, exactly as scepticism desires. But if cognitions are to admit of 
communicability, so must also the state of mind—i.e. the accordance 
of the cognitive powers with a cognition generally and that propor- 
tion of them which is suitable for a representation (by which an ob- 
ject is given to us) in order that a cognition may be made out of it— 
admit of universal communicability. For without this as the subjective 
condition of cognition, cognition as an effect could not arise. This ac- 
tually always takes place when a given object by means of sense excties 
the imagination to collect the manifold, and the imagination in its 
turn excites the understanding to bring about a unity of this collective 
process in concepts. But this accordance of the cognitive powers has a 
different proportion according to the variety of the objects which are 
given. However, it must be such that this internal relation, by which 
one mental faculty is excited by another, shall be generally the most 
beneficial for both faculties in respect of cognition (of given objects); 
and this accordance can only be determined by feeling (not accord- 
ing to concepts). Since now this accordance itself must admit of uni- 
versal communicability, and consequently also our feeling of it (in 
a given representation ), and since the universal communicability of a 
feeling presupposes a common sense, we have grounds for assuming 
this latter. And this common sense is assumed without relying on psy- 
chological observations, but simply as the necessary condition of the 
universal communicability of our knowledge, which is presupposed in 
every logic and in every principle of knowledge that is not sceptical. 


§ 22. The Necessity of the Universal Agreement That Is 
Thought in a Judgement of Taste Is a Subjective Necesstty, 
Which Is Represented as Objective Under the 
Presupposition of a Common Sense 


In all judgments by which we describe anything as beautiful, we 
allow no one to be of another opinion, without, however, grounding 
our judgment on concepts, but only on our feeling, which we there- 
fore place at its basis, not as a private, but as a communal feeling. Now 
this common sense cannot be grounded on experience, for it aims at 
justifying judgments which contain an ought. It does not say that 
everyone will agree with iny judgment, but that he ought. And so 
common sense, as an example of whose judgment I here put forward 
my judgment of taste and on account of which I attribute to the 
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latter an exemplary validity, is a mere ideal norm, under the sup- 
position of which I have a nght to make into a rule for everyone a 
judgment that accords therewith, as well as the satisfaction in an ob- 
ject expressed in such judgment. For the principle which concerns 
the agreement of different judging persons, although only subjective, 
is yet assumed as subjectively universal (an idea necessary for every- 
one), and thus can claim universal assent (as if it were objective) 
provided we are sure that we have correctly subsumed |the particulars] 
under it. 

This indeterminate norm of a common sense is actually presup- 
posed by us, as is shown by our claim to lay down judgments of taste. 
Whether there is in fact such a common sense, as a constitutive 
principle of the possibility of experience, or whether a yet higher 
principle of reason makes it only into a regulative principle for pro- 
ducing in us a common sense for higher purposes; whether, therefore, 
taste is an original and natural faculty or only the idea of an artificial 
one yet to be acquired, so that a judgment of taste with its assumption 
of a universal assent in fact is only a requirement of reason for pro- 
ducing such harmony of sentiment; whether the ought, i.e. the ob- 
jective necessity of the confluence of the feeling of any one man with 
that of every other, only signifies the possibility of arriving at this 
accord, and the judgment of taste only affords an example of the 
application of this principle—these questions we have neither the 
wish nor the power to investigate as yet; we have now only to resolve 
the faculty of taste into its elements in order to unite them at last in 
the idea of a common sense. 


Explanation of the Beautiful Resulting from the Fourth Moment 


The beautiful is that which without any concept is cognized as 
the object of a necessary satisfaction. 


GENERAL REMARK ON THE FIRST SECTION 
OF THE ANALYTIC 

If we seek the result of the preceding analysis, we find that 
everything runs up into this concept of taste—that it is a faculty 
for judging an object in reference to the imagination’s free con- 
formity to law. Now, if in the judgment of taste the imagination 
must be considered in its freedom, it is in the first place not 
regarded as reproductive, as it is subject to the laws of association, 
but as productive and spontaneous (as the author of arbitrary 
forms of possible intuition). And although in the apprehension 
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of a given object of sense it is tied to a definite form of this object 
and so far has no free play (such as that of poetry), yet it may 
readily be conceived that the object can furnish it with such a form 
containing a collection of the manifold as the imagination itself, if it 
were left free, would project in accordance with the conformity to 
law of the understanding in general. But that the imaginative power 
should be free and yet of itself conformed to law, i.e. bunging auton- 
omy with it, is a contradiction. The understanding alone gives the law. 
If, however, the imagination is compelled to proceed according to a 
definite law, its product in respect of form is determined by concepts 
as to what it ought to be. But then, as is above shown, the satisfaction 
is not that in the beautiful, but in the good (in perfection, at any 
rate in mere formal perfection), and the judgment is not a judgment 
of taste. Thus only a conformity to law without law and a subjective 
agreement of imagination with understanding—without an objective 
agreement, where the representation is referred to a definite concept 
of an object—will be able to subsist together with the free conformity 
to law of the understanding (which has also been called purposiveness 
without purpose) and with the peculiar character of a judgment of 
taste. 

Now geometrically regular figures, such as a circle, a square, a cube, 
etc., are commonly adduced by critics of taste as the simplest and most 
indisputable examples of beauty, and yet they are called regular be- 
cause we can only represent them by regarding them as mere presen- 
tations of a definite concept which prescribes the rule for the figure 
(according to which alone it is possible). One of these two must be 
wrong, either that judgment of the critic which ascribes beauty to the 
said figures, or ours which regards purposiveness apart from a concept 
as requisite for beauty. 

Hardly anyone will say that a man must have taste in order that he 
should find more satisfaction in a circle than in a scrawled outline, in 
an equilateral and equiangular quadrilateral than in one which 1s 
oblique, irregular, and as it were deformed, for this belongs to the 
ordinary understanding and is not taste at all. Where, e.g., our design 
is to judge of the size of an area or to make intelligible the relation of 
the parts of it, when divided, to one another and to the whole, then 
regular figures and those of the simplest kind are needed, and the sat- 
isfaction does not rest immediately on the aspect of the figure, but on 
its availability for all kinds of possible designs. A room whose walls 
form oblique angles, or a parterre of this kind, even every violation of 
symmetry in the figure of animals (e.g. being one-eyed), of buildings, 
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or of flower beds, displeases because it contradicts the purpose of the 
thing, not only practically in respect of a definite use of it, but also 
when we pass judgment on it as regards any possible design. ‘This 1s 
not the case in the judgment of taste, which when pure combines sat- 
isfaction or dissatisfaction—without any reference to its use or to a 
purpose—with the mere consideration of the object. 

The regularity which leads to the concept of an object is indeed the 
indispensable condition (conditio sine qua non) for grasping the ob- 
ject in a single representation and determining the manifold in its 
form. This determination is a purpose in respect of cognition, and in 
reference to this it is always bound up with satisfaction (which 
accompanies the execution of every, even problematical, design). 
There is here, however, merely the approval of the solution satisfying 
a problem, and not a free and indefinite purposive entertainment of 
the mental powers with what we call beautiful, where the understand- 
ing is at the service of imagination, and not vice versa. 

In a thing that is only possible by means of design—a building, or 
even an animal—the regularity consisting in symmetry must express 
the unity of the intuition that accompanies the concept of purpose, 
and this regularity belongs to cognition. But where only a free play of 
the representative powers (under the condition, however, that the 
understanding is to suffer no shock thereby) is to be kept up, in 
pleasure gardens, room decorations, all kinds of tasteful furniture, etc., 
regularity that shows constraint is avoided as much as possible. ‘Thus 
in the English taste in gardens or in bizarre taste in furniture, the 
freedom of the imagination is pushed almost near to the grotesque, 
and in this separation from every constraint of rule we have the case 
where taste can display its greatest perfection in the enterprises of the 
imagination. 

All stiff regularity (such as approximates to mathematical regu- 
larity) has something in it repugnant to taste; for our entertainment 
in the contemplation of it lasts for no length of time, but it rather, in 
so far as it has not expressly in view cognition or a definite practical 
purpose, produces weariness. On the other hand, that with which im- 
agination can play in an unstudied and purposive manner is always 
new to us, and one does not get tired of looking at it. Marsden, in his 
description of Sumatra, makes the remark that the free beauties of 
nature surround the spectator everywhere and thus lose their attrac- 
tion for him. On the other hand, a pepper garden, where the stakes 
on which this plant twines itself form parallel rows, had much attrac- 
tiveness for him if he met with it in the middle of a forest. And he 
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hence infers that wild beauty, apparently irregular, only pleases as a 
variation from the regular beauty of which one has seen enough. But 
he need only have made the experiment of spending one day in a 
pepper garden to have been convinced that, if the understanding has 
put itself in accordance with the order that it always needs by means 
of regularity, the object will not entertain for long—nay, rather it 
will impose a burdensome constraint upon the imagination. On the 
other hand, nature, which there is prodigal in its variety even to lux- 
uriance, that is subjected to no constraint of artificial rules, can supply 
constant food for taste. Even the song of birds, which we can bring 
under no musical rule, seems to have more freedom, and therefore 
more for taste, than a song of a human being which is produced in 
accordance with all the rules of music; for we very much sooner weary 
of the latter if it is repeated often and at length. Here, however, we 
probably confuse our participation in the mirth of a little creature that 
we love with the beauty of its song, for if this were exactly imitated 
by man (as sometimes the notes of the nightingale are), it would seem 
to our ear quite devoid of taste. 

Again, beautiful objects are to be distinguished from beautiful 
views of objects (which often on account of their distance cannot be 
more clearly cognized). In the latter case taste appears, not so much 
in what the imagination apprehends in this field, as in the impulse it 
thus gets to fiction, i.e. in the peculiar fancies with which the mind 
entertains itself, while it is continually being aroused by the variety 
which strikes the eye. An illustration is afforded, e.g. by the sight of 
the changing shapes of a fire on the hearth or of a rippling brook; nei- 
ther of these has beauty, but they bring with them a charm for the 
imagination because they entertain it in free play. 


Second Book 


ANALYTIC OF THE SUBLIME 
Deduction of [Pure] Aesthetical Judgments 


§ 31. Of the Method of Deduction of Judgments of Taste 


A deduction, i.e. the guarantee of the legitimacy of a class of judg- 
ments, is only obligatory if the judgment lays claim to necessity. This 
it does if it demands even subjective universality or the agreement 
of everyone, although it is not a judgment of cognition, but only one 


1 [Second edition.] 
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of pleasure or pain in a given object, i.e, it assumes a subjective pur- 
posiveness thoroughly valid for everyone, which must not be based on 
any concept of the thing, because the judgment is one of taste. 

We have before us in the latter case no cognitive judgment—net- 
ther a theoretical one based on the concept of a nature in general 
formed by the understanding, nor a (pure) practical one based on the 
idea of freedom, as given a priori by reason. Therefore we have to 
justify a priori the validity, neither of a judgment which represents 
what a thing is, nor of one which prescribes that I ought to do some- 
thing in order to produce it. We have merely to prove for the judg- 
ment generally the universal validity of a singular judgment that ex- 
presses the subjective purposiveness of an empirical representation of 
the form of an object, in order to explain how it is possible that a 
thing can please in the mere act of judging it (without sensation or 
concept) and how the satisfaction of one man can be proclaimed as a 
rule for every other, just as the act of judging of an object for the sake 
of a cognition in general has universal rules. 


§ 34. There Is No Objective Principle of Taste Possible 


By a principle of taste I mean a principle under the condition of which 
we could subsume the concept of an object and thus infer, by means 
of a syllogism, that the object is beautiful. But that is absolutely im- 
possible. For I must immediately feel pleasure in the representation 
of the object, and of that I can be persuaded by no grounds of proof 
whatever. Although, as Hume says, all critics can reason more plausibly 
than cooks, yet the same fate awaits them. They cannot expect the 
determining ground of their judgment [to be derived] from the force 
of the proofs, but only from the reflection of the subject upon its own 
proper state (of pleasure or pain), all precepts and rules being re- 
jected. 

But although critics can and ought to pursue their reasonings so 
that our judgments of taste may be corrected and extended, it is not 
with a view to set forth the determining ground of this kind of aes- 
thetical judgments in a universally applicable formula, which is impos- 
sible; but rather to investigate the cognitive faculties and their exercise 
in these judgments, and to explain by examples the reciprocal sub- 
jective purposiveness, the form of which, as has been shown above, in 
a given representation, constitutes the beauty of the object. 
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§ 36. Of the Problem of a Deduction of Judgments of Taste 


The concept of an object in general can immediately be combined 
with the perception of an object, containing its empirical predicates, 
so as to form a cognitive judgment; and it is thus that a judgment of 
experience is produced. At the basis of this lie a priori concepts of 
the synthetical unity of the manifold of intuition, by which the mani- 
fold is thought as the determination of an object. These concepts 
(the categories) require a deduction, which is given in the Critique of 
Pure Reason; and by it we can get the solution of the problem: how 
are synthetical a priori cognitive judgments possible? This problem 
concems then the a priori principles of the pure understanding and its 
theoretical judgments. 

But with a perception there can also be combined a feeling of pleas- 
ure (or pain) and a satisfaction, that accompanies the representation 
of the object and serves instead of its predicate; thus there can result 
an aesthetical noncognitive judgment. At the basis of such a judgment 
— if it is not a mere judgment of sensation but a formal judgment of 
reflection, which imputes the same satisfaction necessarily to everyone 
—must lie some a priori principle, which may be merely subjective (if 
an objective one should prove impossible for judgments of this kind), 
but also as such may need a deduction, that we may thereby compre- 
hend how an aesthetical judgment can lay claim to necessity. On this 
is founded the problem with which we are now occupied: how are 
judgments of taste possible? This problem, then, has to do with the 
a priori principles of the pure faculty of judgment in aesthetical judg- 
ments, i.e. judgments in which it has not (as in theoretical ones) 
merely to subsume under objective concepts of understanding and in 
which it is subject to a law, but in which it is itself, subjectively, both 
object and law. 

This problem then may be thus represented: how is a judgment 
possible in which merely from our own feeling of pleasure in an ob- 
ject, independently of its concept, we judge that this pleasure at- 
taches to the representation of the same object in every other subject, 
and that a priori without waiting for the accordance of others? 

It is easy to see that judgments of taste are synthetical, because they 
go beyond the concept and even beyond the intuition of the object, 
and add to that intuition as predicate something that is not a cogni- 
tion, viz. a feeling of pleasure (or pain). Although the predicate (of 
the personal pleasure bound up with the representation) is empirical, 
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nevertheless, as concerns the required assent of everyone the judg- 
ments are a priori, or desire to be regarded as such; and this is already 
involved in the expressions of this claim. Thus this problem of the 
Critique of Judgment belongs to the general problem of transcenden- 
tal philosophy: how are synthetical @ priori judgments possible? 


{ 37. What Is Properly Asserted a Priori of an Object in a 
Judgment of Taste 


That the representation of an object is immediately bound up with 
pleasure can only be internally perceived; and if we did not wish to 
indicate anything more than this, it would give a merely empirical 
judgment. For I cannot combine a definite feeling (of pleasure or 
pain) with any representation, except where there is at bottom an a 
priori principle in the reason determining the will. In that case the 
pleasure (in the moral feeling) is the consequence of the principle, 
but cannot be compared with the pleasure in taste, because it requires 
a definite concept of a law; and the latter pleasure, on the contrary, 
must be bound up with the mere act of judging, prior to all concepts. 
Hence also all judgments of taste are singular judgments, because 
they do not combine their predicate of satisfaction with a concept, but 
with a given individual empirical representation. 

And so it is not the pleasure, but the universal validity of this pleas- 
ure, perceived as mentally bound up with the mere judgment upon an 
object, which is represented a priori in a judgment of taste as a uni- 
versal rule for the judgment and valid for everyone. It is an empirical 
judgment [to say] that I perceive and judge an object with pleasure. 
But it is an a priori judgment [to say] that I find it beautiful, i.e. I at- 
tribute this satisfaction necessarily to everyone. 


\ 38. Deduction of Judgments of Taste 


If it be admitted that, in a pure judgment of taste, the satisfaction in 
the object is combined with the mere act of judging its form, it is 
nothing else than its subjective purposiveness for the judgment which 
we feel to be mentally combined with the representation of the ob- 
ject. The judgment, as regards the formal rules of its action, apart 
from all matter (whether sensation or concept), can only be directed 
to the subjective conditions of its employment in general (it is ap- 
plied ? neither to a particular mode of sense nor to a particular concept 
of the understanding), and consequently to that subjective [element] 


2 [First edition has “limited.”] 
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which we can presuppose in all men (as requisite for possible cogni- 
tion in general). Thus the agreement of a representation with these 
conditions of the judgment must be capable of being assumed as 
valid a priori for everyone. That is, we may rightly impute to everyone 
the pleasure or the subjective purposiveness of the representation for 
the relation between the cognitive faculties in the act of judging a 
sensible object in general. 


Remark 


This deduction is thus easy, because it has no need to justify the ob- 
jective reality of any concept, for beauty is not a concept of the object 
and the judgment of taste is not cognitive. It only maintains that we 
are justified in presupposing universally in every man those subjective 
conditions of the judgment which we find in ourselves; and further, 
that we have rightly subsumed the given object under these conditions. 
The latter has indeed unavoidable difficulties which do not beset 
the logical judgment. There we subsume under concepts, but in the 
aesthetical judgment under a merely sensible relation between the 
imagination and understanding mutually harmonizing in the repre- 
sentation of the form of the object—in which case the subsumption 
mav easily be deceptive. Yet the legitimacy of the claim of the judg- 
ment in counting upon universal assent is not thus annulled; it re- 
duces itself merely to judging as valid for everyone the correctness of 
the principle from subjective grounds. For as to the difficulty or doubt 
concerning the correctness of the subsumption under that principle, 
it makes the legitimacy of the claim of an aesthetical judgment in gen- 
eral to such validity and the principle of the same as little doubtful as 
the alike (though neither so commonly nor readily) faulty subsump- 
tion of the logical judgment under its principle can make the latter, 
an objective principle, doubtful. 


8 In order to be justified in claiming universal assent for an aesthetical judgment 
that rests merely on subjective grounds, it is sufficient to assume: (1) That the 
subjective conditions of the judgment, as regards the relation of the cognitive 
powers thus put into activity to a cognition in general, are the same in all men. 
This must be true, because otherwise men would not be able to communicate 
their representations or even their knowledge. (2) The judgment must merely 
have reference to this relation (consequently to the formal condition of the judg- 
ment) and be pure, i.e. not mingled either with concepts of the object or with 
sensations, as determining grounds. If there has been any mistake as regards this 
latter condition, then there is only an inaccurate application of the privilege, which 
a law gives us, to a particular case; but that does not destroy the privilege itself in 
general. 
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§4o. Of Taste as a Kind of Sensus Communis 


We often give to the judgment, if we are considering the result rather 
than the act of its reflection, the name of a sense, and we speak of a 
sense of truth, or of a sense of decorum, of justice, etc. And yet we 
know, or at least we ought to know, that these concepts cannot have 
their place in sense, and further, that sense has not the least capacity 
for expressing universal rules; but that no representation of truth, fit- 
ness, beauty, or justice, and so forth could come into our thoughts if 
we could not rise beyond sense to higher faculties of cognition. The 
common understanding of men, which, as the mere healthy (not yet 
cultivated) understanding, we regard as the least to be expected 
from anyone claiming the name of man, has therefore the doubtful 
honor of being given the name of “common sense” (sensus com- 
munis); and in such a way that, by the name “common” (not 
merely in our language, where the word actually has a double sig- 
nification, but in many others), we understand “vulgar,” that which 
is everywhere met with, the possession of which indicates absolutely 
no merit or superiority. 

But under the sensus communis we must include the idea of a 
sense common to all, i.e. of a faculty of judgment which, in its reflec- 
tion, takes account (a priori) of the mode of representation of all other 
men in thought, in order, as it were, to compare its judgment with the 
collective reason of humanity, and thus to escape the illusion ansing 
from the private conditions that could be so easily taken for objective, 
which would injuriously affect the judgment. This is done by compar- 
ing our judgment with the possible rather than the actual judgments 
of others, and by putting ourselves in the place of any other man, by 
abstracting from the limitations which contingently attach to our own 
judgment. This again is brought about by leaving aside as much as 
possible the matter of our representative state, i.e. sensation, and sim- 
ply having respect to the formal peculiarities of our representation or 
representative state. Now this operation of reflection seems perhaps 
too artificial to be attributed to the faculty called common sense, but 
it only appears so when expressed in abstract formulae. In itself there 
is nothing more natural than to abstract from charm or emotion if we 
are seeking a judgment that is to serve as a universal rule. 
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I take up again the threads interrupted by this digression, and I say 
that taste can be called sensus communis with more justice than sound 
understanding can, and that the aesthetical judgment rather than the 
intellectual may bear the name of a sense common to all,* if we are 
willing to use the word “sense” of an effect of mere reflection upon 
the mind, for then we understand by sense the feeling of pleasure. We 
could even define taste as the faculty of judging of that which makes 
universally communicable, without the mediation of a concept, our 
feeling in a given representation. 

The skill that men have in communicating their thoughts requires 
also a relation between the imagination and the understanding in or- 
der to associate intuitions with concepts, and concepts again with 
those concepts, which then combine in a cognition. But in that case 
the agreement of the two mental powers is according to law, under 
the constraint of definite concepts. Only where the imagination in its 
freedom awakens the understanding and is put by it into regular play, 
without the aid of concepts, does the representation communicate it- 
self, not as a thought, but as an internal feeling of a purposive state of 
the mind. 

Taste is then the faculty of judging a priori of the communicability 
of feelings that are bound up with a given representation (without 
the mediation of a concept). 

If we could assume that the mere universal communicability of a 
feeling must carry in itself an interest for us with it (which, however, 
we are not justified in concluding from the character of a merely re- 
flective judgment), we should be able to explain why the feeling in 
the judgment of taste comes to be imputed to everyone, so to speak, as 
a duty. 


\ 45. Beautiful Art Is an Art in So Far as It Seems 
Like Nature 


In a product of beautiful art, we must become conscious that it is art 
and not nature; but yet the purposiveness in its form must seem to be 
as free from all constraint of arbitrary rules as if it were a product of 
mere nature. On this feeling of freedom in the play of our cognitive 
faculties, which must at the same time be purposive, rests that pleasure 
which alone is universally communicable, without being based on 
concepts. Nature is beautiful because it looks like art, and art can only 


4 We may designate taste as sensus communis aestheticus, common understanding 
as sensus communis logicus. 
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be called beautiful if we are conscious of it as art while yet it looks 
like nature. 

For whether we are dealing with natural or with artificial beauty, 
we can say generally: That is beautiful which pleases in the mere act 
of judging it (not in the sensation of it or by means of a concept). 
Now art has always a definite design of producing something. But if 
this something were bate sensation (something merely subjective), 
which is to be accompanied with pleasure, the product would please 
in the act of judgment only by mediation of sensible feeling. And 
again, if the design were directed toward the production of a definite 
object, then, if this were attained by art, the object would only please 
by means of concepts. But in both cases the art would not please 
in the mere act of judging, i.e. it would not please as beautiful but as 
mechanical. 

Hence the purposiveness in the product of beautiful art, although it 
is designed, must not seem to be designed, i.e. beautiful art must look 
like nature, although we are conscious of it as art. But a product of 
art appears like nature when, although its agreement with the rules, 
according to which alone the product can become what it ought to be, 
is punctiliously observed, yet this is not painfully apparent; [the form 
of the schools does not obtrude itself] *—it shows no trace of the 
tule having been before the eyes of the artist and having fettered his 
mental powers. 


{ 46. Beautiful Art Is the Art of Gentus 


Genius is the talent (or natural gift) which gives the rule to art. Since 
talent, as the innate productive faculty of the artist, belongs itself to 
nature, we may express the matter thus: Genius is the innate mental 
disposition (ingenium) through which nature gives the rule to art. 

Whatever may be thought of this definition, whether it is merely 
arbitrary or whether it is adequate to the concept that we are accus- 
tomed to combine with the word genius (which is to be examined in 
the following paragraphs), we can prove already beforehand that, ac- 
cording to the signification of the word here adopted, beautiful arts 
must necessarily be considered as arts of genius. 

For every art presupposes rules by means of which in the first in- 
stance a product, if it is to be called artistic, is represented as possible. 
But the concept of beautiful art does not permit the judgment upon 
the beauty of a product to be derived from any rule which has a con- 
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cept as its determining ground, and therefore has at its basis a concept 
of the way in which the product is possible. Therefore beautiful art 
cannot itself devise the rule according to which it can bring about its 
product. But since at the same time a product can never be called art 
without some precedent rule, nature in the subject must (by the har- 
mony of its faculties) give the rule to art; i.e. beautiful art is only pos- 
sible as a product of genius. 

We thus see (1) that genius is a talent for producing that for 
which no definite rule can be given; it is not a mere aptitude for what 
can be learmmed by a rule. Hence originality must be its first property. 
(2) But since it also can produce original nonsense, its products must 
be models, i.e. exemplary, and they consequently ought not to spring 
from imitation, but must serve as a standard or rule of judgment for 
others. (3) It cannot describe or indicate scientifically how it brings 
about its products, but it gives the rule just as nature does. Hence the 
author of a product for which he is indebted to his genius does not 
know himself how he has come by his ideas; and he has not the power 
to devise the like at pleasure or in accordance with a plan, and to 
communicate it to others in precepts that will enable them to produce 
similar products. (Hence it is probable that the word “genius” is de- 
rived from genius, that peculiar guiding and guardian spirit given to 
a man at his birth, from whose suggestion these original ideas pro- 
ceed.) (4) Nature, by the medium of genius, does not prescribe rules 
to science but to art, and to it only in so far as it is to be beautiful art. 


\ 48. Of the Relation of Gentus to Taste 


For judging of beautiful objects as such, taste is requisite; but for 
beautiful art, i.e. for the production of such objects, genius is requisite. 

If we consider genius as the talent for beautiful art (which the spe- 
cial meaning of the word implies) and in this point of view analyze it 
into the faculties which must concur to constitute such a talent, it 
is necessary in the first instance to determine exactly the difference be- 
tween natural beauty, the judging of which requires only taste, and 
artificial beauty, the possibility of which (to which reference must be 
made in judging such an object ) requires genius. 

A natural beauty is a beautiful thing; artificial beauty is a beautiful 
representation of a thing. 

In order to judge of a natural beauty as such, I need not have be- 
forehand a concept of what sort of thing the object is to be; i.e. 1 need 
not know its material purposiveness (the purpose), but its mere form 
pleases by itself in the act of judging it without any knowledge of the 
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purpose. But if the object is given as a product of art and as such is 
to be declared beautiful, then, because art always supposes a purpose 
in the cause (and its causality), there must be at bottom in the first 
instance a concept of what the thing is to be. And as the agreement of 
the manifold in a thing with its inner destination, its purpose, con- 
stitutes the perfection of the thing, it follows that in judging of arti- 
ficial beauty the perfection of the thing must be taken into account; 
but in judging of natural beauty (as such) there is no question at all 
about this. It is true that in judging of objects of nature, especially ob- 
jects endowed with life, e.g. a man or a horse, their objective purpos- 
iveness also is commonly taken into consideration in judging of their 
beauty; but then the judgment is no longer purely aesthetical, i.e. a 
mere judgment of taste. Nature is no longer judged inasmuch as it 
appears like art, but in so far as it is actual (although superhuman) 
art; and the teleological judgment serves as the basis and condition of 
the aesthetical, as a condition to which the latter must have respect. In 
such a case, e.g. if it is said “That is a beautiful woman,” we think 
nothing else than this: nature represents in her figure the purposes 
in view in the shape of a woman’s figure. For we must look beyond 
the mere form to a concept, if the object is to be thought in such a 
way by means of a logically conditioned aesthetical judgment. 
Beautiful art shows its superiority in this, that it describes as beauti- 
ful things which may be in nature ugly or displeasing. The Furies, dis- 
eases, the devastations of war, etc., may [even regarded as calami- 
tous] ® be described as very beautiful, as they are represented in a pic- 
ture. There is only one kind of ugliness which cannot be represented 
in accordance with nature without destroying all aesthetical satisfac- 
tion, and consequently artificial beauty, viz. that which excites disgust. 
For in this singular sensation, which rests on mere imagination, the 
object is represented as it were obtruding itself for our enjoyment, 
while we strive against it with all our might. And the artistic repre- 
sentation of the object is no longer distinguished from the nature of 
the object itself in our sensation, and thus it is impossible that it can 
be regarded as beautiful. The art of sculpture again, because in its 
products art is almost interchangeable with nature, excludes from its 
creations the immediate representation of ugly objects; e.g. it repre- 
sents death by a beautiful genius, the warlike spirit by Mars, and per- 
mits [all such things] to be represented only by an allegory or attri- 
bute that has a pleasing effect, and thus only indirectly by the aid of 
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the interpretation of reason, and not for the mere aesthetical judg- 
ment. 

So much for the beautiful representation of an object, which is 
properly only the form of the presentation of a concept, by means of 
which this latter is communicated universally. But to give this form to 
the product of beautiful art, mere taste is requisite. By taste the artist 
estimates his work after he has exercised and corrected it by manifold 
examples from art or nature, and after many, often toilsome, attempts 
to content himself he finds that form which satisfies him. Hence this 
form is not, as it were, a thing of inspiration or the result of a free 
swing of the mental powers, but of a slow and even painful process of 
improvement, by which he seeks to render it adequate to his thought, 
without detriment to the freedom of the play of his powers. 

But taste is merely a judging and not a productive faculty, and 
what is appropriate to it is therefore not a work of beautiful art. It can 
only be a product belonging to useful and mechanical art or even to 
science, produced according to definite rules that can be learned and 
must be exactly followed. But the pleasing form that is given to it is 
only the vehicle of communication and a mode, as it were, of present- 
ing it, in respect of which we remain free to a certain extent, al- 
though it is combined with a definite purpose. Thus we desire that 
table appointments, a moral treatise, even a sermon, should have in 
themselves this form of beautiful art, without it seeming to be sought; 
but we do not therefore call these things works of beautiful art. Un- 
der the latter class are reckoned a poem, a piece of music, a picture 
gallery, etc.; and in some works of this kind asserted to be works of 
beautiful art we find genius without taste, while in others we find taste 
without genius. 


§ 49. Of the Faculties of the Mind That Constitute Genius 


We say of certain products of which we expect that they should at least 
in part appear as beautiful att, they are without spirit, although we 
find nothing to blame in them on the score of taste. A poem may be 
very neat and elegant, but without spirit. A history may be exact and 
well arranged, but without spirit. A festal discourse may be solid and 
at the same time elaborate, but without spirit. Conversation is often 
not devoid of entertainment, but yet without spirit; even of a woman 
we say that she is pretty, an agreeable talker, and courteous, but with- 
out spirit. What then do we mean by spirit? 

Spirit, in an aesthetical sense, is the name given to the animating 
principle of the mind. But that by means of which this principle ani- 
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mates the soul, the material which it applies to that [purpose], is 
what puts the mental powers purposively into swing, i.e. into such a 
play as maintains itself and strengthens the mental powers in their 
exercise. 

Now I maintain that this principle is no other than the faculty of 
presenting aesthetical ideas, And by an aesthetical idea I understand 
that representation of the imagination which occasions much thought, 
without however any definite thought, i.e. any concept, being capable 
of being adequate to it; it consequently cannot be completely com- 
passed and made intelligible by language. We easily see that it is the 
counterpart (pendant) of a rational idea, which conversely is a con- 
cept to which no intuition (or representation of the imagination) can 
be adequate. 

The imagination (as a productive faculty of cognition) is very pow- 
erful in creating another nature, as it were, out of the material that 
actual nature gives it. We entertain ourselves with it when experience 
becomes too commonplace, and by it we remold experience, always 
indeed in accordance with analogical laws, but yet also in accordance 
with principles which occupy a higher place in reason (laws, too, 
which are just as natural to us as those by which understanding com- 
prehends empirical nature). Thus we feel our freedom from the law of 
association (which attaches to the empirical employment of imagina- 
tion), so that the material supplied to us by nature in accordance with 
this law can be worked up into something different which surpasses 
nature. 

Such representations of the imagination we may call ideas, partly 
because they at least strive after something which lies beyond the 
bounds of experience and so seek to approximate to a presentation 
of concepts of reason (intellectual ideas), thus giving to the latter the 
appearance of objective reality, but especially because no concept can 
be fully adequate to them as internal intuitions. The poet ventures to 
realize to sense, rational ideas of invisible beings, the kingdom of the 
blessed, hell, eternity, creation, etc.; or even if he deals with things of 
which there are examples in experience—e.g. death, envy and all vices, 
also love, fame, and the like—he tries, by means of imagination, 
which emulates the play of reason in its quest after a maximum, to go 
beyond the limits of experience and to present them to sense with a 
completeness of which there is no example in nature. This is properly 
speaking the art of the poet, in which the faculty of aesthetical ideas 
can manifest itself in its entire strength. But this faculty, considered 
in itself, is properly only a talent (of the imagination). 
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If now we place under a concept a representation of the imagina- 
tion belonging to its presentation, but which occasions in itself more 
thought than can ever be comprehended in a definite concept and 
which consequently aesthetically enlarges the concept itself in an un- 
bounded fashion, the imagination is here creative, and it brings the 
faculty of intellectual ideas (the reason) into movement; i.e. by a rep- 
resentation more thought (which indeed belongs to the concept of 
the object) is occasioned than can in it be grasped or made clear. 

Those forms which do not constitute the presentation of a given 
concept itself but only, as approximate representations of the imagi- 
nation, express the consequences bound up with it and its relationship 
to other concepts, are called (aesthetical) attributes of an object 
whose concept as a rational idea cannot be adequately presented. 
Thus Jupiter’s eagle with the lightning in its claws is an attribute of 
the mighty king of heaven, as the peacock is of his magnificent queen. 
They do not, like logical attributes, tepresent what lies in our con- 
cepts of the sublimity and majesty of creation, but something differ- 
ent, which gives occasion to the imagination to spread itself over a 
number of kindred representations that arouse more thought than can 
be expressed in a concept determined by words. They furnish an 
aesthetical idea, which for that rational idea takes the place of logical 
presentation; and thus, as their proper office, they enliven the mind by 
opening out to it the prospect into an illimitable field of kindred rep- 
resentations. But beautiful art does this not only in the case of paint- 
ing or sculpture (in which the term “attribute” 1s commonly em- 
ployed); poetry and rhetoric also get the spirit that animates their 
works simply from the aesthetical attributes of the object, which ac- 
company the logical and stimulate the imagination, so that it thinks 
more by their aid, although in an undeveloped way, than could be 
comprehended in a concept and therefore in a definite form of words. 
For the sake of brevity, I must limit myself to a few examples only. 

When the great King in one of his poems expresses himself as fol- 
lows: 

Oui, finissons sans trouble et mourons sans regrets, 
F'n laissant |’univers comblé de nos bienfaits. 
Ainsi l’astre du jour au bout de sa carriére, 

Répand sur l’horizon une douce lumie€re; 

Et les derniers rayons qu’il darde dans les airs, 
Sont les derniers soupirs qu’il donne a |’univers; 


he quickens his rational idea of a cosmopolitan disposition at the end 
of life by an attribute which the imagination (in remembering all the 
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pleasures of a beautiful summer day that are recalled at its close by a 
serene evening) associates with that representation, and which excites 
_ a number of sensations and secondary representations for which no 
expression is found, On the other hand, an intellectual concept may 
serve conversely as an attribute for a representation of sense, and so 
can quicken this latter by means of the idea of the supersensible, but 
only by the aesthetical [element], that subjectively attaches to the 
concept of the latter, being here employed. Thus, for example, a cer- 
tain poet says, in his description of a beautiful morning: 


The sun arose 
As calm from virtue springs. 


The consciousness of virtue, if we substitute it in our thoughts for a 
virtuous man, diffuses in the mind a multitude of sublime and restful 
feelings, and a boundless prospect of a joyful future, to which no ex- 
pression that is measured by a definite concept completely attains.” 

In a word, the aesthetical idea is a representation of the imagina- 
tion associated with a given concept, which is bound up with such a 
multiplicity of partial representations in its free employment that for 
it no expression marking a definite concept can be found; and such a 
representation, therefore, adds to a concept much ineffable thought, 
the feeling of which quickens the cognitive faculties, and with lan- 
guage, which is the mere letter, binds up spirit also. 

The mental powers, therefore, whose union (in a certain relation) 
constitutes genius are imagination and understanding. In the employ- 
ment of the imagination for cognition, it submits to the constraint of 
the understanding and is subject to the limitation of being conforma- 
ble to the concept of the latter. On the contrary, in an aesthetical point 
of view it is free to furnish unsought, over and above that agreement 
with a concept, abundance of undeveloped material for the under- 
standing, to which the understanding paid no regard in its concept 
but which it applies, though not objectively for cognition, yet sub- 
jectively to quicken the cognitive powers and therefore also indirectly 
to cognitions. Thus genius properly consists in the happy relation 
[between these faculties], which no science can teach and no industry 


7 Perhaps nothing more sublime was ever said and no sublimer thought ever ex- 
pressed than the famous inscription on the Temple of Isis (Mother Nature): “I 
am all that is and that was and that shall be, and no mortal hath lifted my veil.” 
Segner availed himself of this idea in a suggestive vignette prefixed to his Natural 
Philosophy, in order to inspire beforehand the pupil whom he was about to lead 
into that temple with a holy awe, which should dispose his mind to serious 
attention, 
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can learn, by which ideas are found for a given concept; and, on the 
other hand, we thus find for these ideas the expression by means of 
which the subjective state of mind brought about by them, as an ac- 
companiment of the concept, can be communicated to others. The 
latter talent is, properly speaking, what ts called spirit; for to express 
the ineffable element in the state of mind implied by a certain repre- 
sentation and to make it universally communicable—whether the 
expression be in speech or painting or statuary—this requires a fac- 
ulty of seizing the quickly passing play of imagination and of unifying 
it in a concept (which is even on that account original and discloses a 
new rule that could not have been inferred from any preceding prin- 
ciples or examples) that can be communicated without any con- 
straint [of rules]. 


If, after this analysis, we look back to the explanation given above 
of what is called genius, we find: first, that it is a talent for art, not for 
science, in which clearly known rules must go beforehand and de- 
termine the procedure. Secondly, as an artistic talent it presupposes 
a definite concept of the product as the purpose, and therefore un- 
derstanding; but it also presupposes a representation (although an 
indeterminate one) of the material, i.e. of the intuition, for the pre- 
sentment of this concept, and, therefore, a relation between the imagi- 
nation and the understanding. Thirdly, it shows itself, not so much in 
the accomplishment of the proposed purpose in a presentment of a 
definite concept, as in the enunciation or expression of aesthetical 
ideas which contain abundant material for that very design; and con- 
sequently it represents the imagination as free from all guidance of 
rules and yet as purposive in reference to the presentment of the 
given concept. Finally, in the fourth place, the unsought unde- 
signed subjective purposiveness in the free accordance of the imagina- 
tion with the legality of the understanding presupposes such a pro- 
portion and disposition of these faculties as no following of rules, 
whether of science or of mechanical imitation, can bring about, but 
which only the nature of the subject can produce. 

In accordance with these suppositions, genius is the exemplary 
originality of the natural gifts of a subject in the free employment of 
his cognitive faculties. In this way the product of a genius (as re- 
gards what is to be ascribed to genius and not to possible learning or 
schooling) is an example, not to be imitated (for then that which in 
it is genius and constitutes the spirit of the work would be lost), but to 


8 [Second edition. } 


322/ Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


be followed by another genius, whom it awakens to a feeling of his 
own originality and whom it stirs so to exercise his art in freedom from 
the constraint of rules, that thereby a new rule is gained for art; and 
thus his talent shows itself to be exemplary. But because a genius 1s a 
favorite of nature and must be regarded by us as a rare phenomenon, 
his example produces for other good heads a school, i.e. a methodical 
system of teaching according to rules, so far as these can be derived 
from the peculiarities of the products of his spirit. For such persons 
beautiful art is so far imitation, to which nature through the medium 
of a genius supplied the rule. 
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§ 50. Of the Combination of Taste with Genius in the 
Products of Beautiful Art 


To ask whether it is more important for the things of beautiful art that 
genius or taste should be displayed is the same as to ask whether in 
it more depends on imagination or on judgment. Now since in respect 
of the first an art is rather said to be full of spirit, but only deserves to 
be called a beautiful art on account of the second, this latter is at least, 
as its indispensable condition (conditio sine qua non), the most im- 
portant thing to which one has to look in the judging of art as beautt- 
ful art. Abundance and originality of ideas are less necessary to beauty 
than the accordance of the imagination in its freedom with the con- 
formity to law of the understanding. For all the abundance of the 
former produces in lawless freedom nothing but nonsense; on the 
other hand, the judgment is the faculty by which it is adjusted to 
the understanding. 

Taste, like the judgment in general, is the discipline (or training) 
of genius; it clips its wings, it makes it cultured and polished; but, at 
the same time, it gives guidance as to where and how far it may ex- 
tend itself if it is to remain purposive. And while it brings clearness 
and order into the multitude of the thoughts [of genius], it makes 
the ideas susceptible of being permanently and, at the same time, uni- 
versally assented to, and capable of being followed by others, and of 
an ever progressive culture. If, then, in the conflict of these two prop- 
erties in a product something must be sacrificed, it should be rather 
on the side of genius; and the judgment, which in the things of beau- 
tiful art gives its decision from its own proper principles, will rather 
sacrifice the freedom and wealth of the imagination than permit any- 
thing prejudicial to the understanding. 


KANT / 323 


For beautiful art, therefore, imagination, understanding, spirit, and 
taste are requisite.® 


(51. Of the Division of the Beautiful Arts 


We may describe beauty in general (whether natural or artificial) as 
the expression of aesthetical ideas; only that in beautiful art this idea 
must be occasioned by a concept of the object, while in beautiful na- 
ture the mere reflection upon a given intuition, without any concept 
of what the object is to be, is sufficient for the awakening and com- 
municating of the idea of which that object is regarded as the expres- 
sion. 

If, then, we wish to make a division of the beautiful arts, we cannot 
choose a more convenient principle, at least tentatively, than the 
analogy of art with the mode of expression of which men avail them- 
selves in speech, in order to communicate to one another as perfectly 
as possible not merely their concepts but also their sensations.!° This is 
done by word, deportment, and tone (articulation, gesticulation, and 
modulation). It is only by the combination of these three kinds of ex- 
pression that communication between the speaker [and his hearers] 
can be complete. For thus thought, intuition, and sensation are trans- 
mitted to others simultaneously and conjointly. 

There are, therefore, only three kinds of beautiful arts: the arts of 
speech, the formative arts, and the art of the play of sensations (as 
external sensible impressions). We may also arrange a division by 
dichotomy: thus beautiful art may be divided into the art of expres- 
sion of thoughts and of intuitions, and these further subdivided in 
accordance with their form or their matter (sensation). But this 
would appear to be too abstract, and not so accordant with ordinary 
concepts. 

(1) The arts of speech are rhetoric and poetry. Rhetoric is the art 
of carrying on a serious business of the understanding as if it were a free 
play of the imagination; poetry, the art of conducting a free play of 
the imagination as if it were a serious business of the understanding. 


® The three former faculties are united in the first instance by means of the fourth. 
Hume gives us to understand in his History of England that although the English 
are inferior in their productions to no people in the world as regards the evidences 
they display of the three former properties, separately considered, yet they must 
be put after their neighbors the French as regards that which unites these prop- 
erties. 

10 The reader is not to judge this scheme for a possible division of the beautiful 
arts as a deliberate theory. It is only one of various attempts which we may and 
ought to devise. 
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The orator, then, promises a serious business, and in order to enter- 
tain his audience conducts it as if it were a mere play with ideas. The 
poet merely promises an entertaining play with ideas, and yet it has 
the same effect upon the understanding as if he had only intended to 
carry on its business. The combination and harmony of both cognitive 
faculties, sensibility and understanding, which cannot dispense with 
each other but which yet cannot well be united without constraint 
and mutual prejudice, must appear to be undesigned and so to be 
brought about by themselves; otherwise it is not beautiful art. Hence, 
all that is studied and anxious must be avoided in it, for beautiful art 
must be free art in a double sense. It is not a work like a mercenary 
employment, the greatness of which can be judged according to a 
definite standard, which can be attained or paid for; and again, 
though the mind is here occupied, it feels itself thus contented and 
aroused without looking to any other purpose (independently of re- 
ward). 

The orator therefore gives something which he does not promise, 
viz, an entertaining play of the imagination; but he also fails to supply 
what he did promise, which is indeed his announced business, viz. the 
purposive occupation of the understanding. On the other hand, the 
poet promises little and announces a mere play with ideas; but he sup- 
plies something which is worth occupying ourselves with, because he 
provides in this play food for the understanding and, by the aid of 
imagination, gives life to his concepts. [Thus the orator on the whole 
gives less, the poet more, than he promises.] !2 

(2) The formative arts, or those by which expression is found for 
ideas in sensible intuition (not by representations of mere imagina- 
tion that are aroused by words), are either arts of sensible truth or of 
sensible illusion. The former is called plastic, the latter painting. 
Both express ideas by figures in space: the former makes figures 
cognizable by two senses, sight and touch (although not by the latter 
as far as beauty is concerned); the latter only by one, the first of these. 
The aesthetical idea (the archetype or original image) is fundamental 
for both in the imagination, but the figure which expresses this (the 
ectype or copy) is either given in its bodily extension (as the object 
itself exists) or as it paints itself on the eye (according to its appear- 
ance when projected on a flat surface). In the first case the condition 
given to reflection may be either the reference to an actual purpose or 
only the semblance of it. 


11 {Second edition.] 
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To plastic, the first kind of beautiful formative art, belong sculpture 
and architecture. The first presents corporeally concepts of things, as 
they might have existed in nature (though as beautiful art it has regard 
to aesthetical purposiveness ). The second is the art of presenting con- 
cepts of things that are possible only through art and whose form has 
for its determining ground, not nature, but an arbitrary purpose, with 
the view of presenting them with aesthetical purposiveness. In the lat- 
ter the chief point is a certain use of the artistic object, by which con- 
dition the aesthetical ideas are limited. In the former the main design 
is the mere expression of aesthetical ideas. Thus statues of men, gods, 
animals, etc., are of the first kind; but temples, splendid buildings for 
public assemblies, even dwelling houses, triumphal arches, columns, 
mausoleums, and the like, erected in honorable remembrance, be- 
long to architecture. Indeed all house furniture (upholsterer’s work 
and such like things which are for use) may be reckoned under this 
art, because the suitability of a product for a certain use is the essential 
thing in an architectural work. On the other hand, a mere piece of 
sculpture, which is simply made for show and which is to please in it- 
self, is as a corporeal presentation a mere imitation of nature, though 
with a reference to aesthetical ideas; in it sensible truth is not to be 
carried so far that the product ceases to look like art and looks like a 
product of the elective will. 

Painting, as the second kind of formative art, which presents a senst- 
ble illusion artificially combined with ideas, I would divide into the 
art of the beautiful depicting of nature and that of the beautiful ar- 
rangement of its products. The first is painting proper, the second is 
the art of landscape gardening. The first gives only the illusory ap- 
pearance of corporeal extension; the second gives this in accordance 
with truth, but only the appearance of utility and availableness for 
other purposes than the mere play of the imagination in the contem- 
plation of its forms.!? This latter is nothing else than the ornamenta- 


12 That landscape gardening may be regarded as a species of the art of painting, 
although it presents its forms corporeally, seems strange. But since it actually takes 
its forms from nature (trees, shrubs, grasses, and flowers from forest and field— 
at least in the first instance) and so far is not an art like plastic, and since it also 
has no concept of the object and its purpose (as in architecture) conditioning its 
arrangements, but involves merely the free play of the imagination in contempla- 
tion, it so far agrees with mere aesthetical painting which has no definite theme 
(which arranges sky, land, and water so as to entertain us by means of light and 
shade only). In general the reader is only to judge of this as an attempt to com- 
bine the beautiful arts under one principle, viz. that of the expression of aesthet- 
ical ideas (according to the analogy of speech), and not to regard it as a definitive 
analysis of them. 
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tion of the soil with a variety of those things (grasses, flowers, shrubs, 
trees, even ponds, hillocks, and dells) which nature presents to an ob- 
server, only arranged differently and in conformity with certain ideas. 
But, again, the beautiful arrangement of corporeal things is only ap- 
parent to the eye, like painting; the sense of touch cannot supply any 
intuitive presentation of such a form. Under painting in the wide 
sense I would reckon the decoration of rooms by the aid of tapestry, 
bric-a-brac, and all beautiful furniture which is merely available to be 
looked at; and the same may be said of the art of tasteful dressing 
(with rings, snuffboxes, etc.). For a bed of various flowers, a room 
filled with various ornaments (including under this head even ladies’ 
finery), make at a féte a kind of picture which, like pictures properly 
so called (that are not intended to teach either history or natural sci- 
ence), has in view merely the entertainment of the imagination in 
free play with ideas and the occupation of the aesthetical judgment 
without any definite purpose. The detailed work in all this decoration 
may be quite distinct in the different cases and may require very dif- 
ferent artists, but the judgment of taste upon whatever is beautiful in 
these various arts is always determined in the same way, viz. it only 
judges the forms (without any reference to a purpose) as they present 
themselves to the eye, either singly or in combination, according to 
the effect they produce upon the imagination. But that formative art 
may be compared (by analogy) with deportment in speech is justified 
by the fact that the spirit of the artist supplies by these figures a bodily 
expression to his thought and its mode, and makes the thing itself, as 
it were, speak in mimic language. This is a very common play of our 
fancy, which attributes to lifeless things a spirit suitable to their 
form by which they speak to us. 

(3) The art of the beautiful play of sensations (externally stimu- 
lated), which admits at the same time of universal communication, 
can be concemed with nothing else than the proportion of the differ- 
ent degrees of the disposition (tension) of the sense to which the sen- 
sation belongs, i.e. with its tone. In this far-reaching signification of 
the word it may be divided into the artistic play of the sensations of 
hearing and sight, i.e. into music and the art of color. It is note- 
worthy that these two senses, beside their susceptibility for impres- 
sions so far as these are needed to gain concepts of external objects, 
are also capable of a peculiar sensation bound up therewith of which 
we cannot strictly decide whether it is based on sense or reflection. 
This susceptibility may sometimes be wanting, although in other re- 
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spects the sense, as regards its use for the cognition of objects, 1s not at 
all deficient but is peculiarly fine. That is, we cannot say with certainty 
whether colors or tones (sounds) are merely pleasant sensations or 
whether they form in themselves a beautiful play of sensations, 
and as such bring with them in aesthetical judgment a satistac- 
tion in the form [of the object]. If we think of the velocity of the vi- 
brations of light or in the second case of the air, which probably far 
surpasses all our faculty of judging immediately in perception the 
time interval between them, we must believe that it is only the effect 
of these vibrations upon the elastic parts of our body that is felt, but 
that the time interval between them is not remarked or brought into 
judgment; and thus that only pleasantness, and not beauty of compo- 
sition, is bound up with colors and tones. But on the other hand, first, 
we think of the mathematical [element] which enables us to pro- 
nounce on the proportion between these oscillations in music and 
thus to judge of them; and by analogy with which we easily may judge 
of the distinctions between colors. Secondly, we recall instances (al- 
though they are rare) of men who, with the best sight in the world, 
cannot distinguish colors and, with the sharpest hearing, cannot dis- 
tinguish tones; while for those who can do this the perception of an 
altered quality (not merely of the degree of sensation) in the differ- 
ent intensities in the scale of colors and tones is definite; and further, 
the very number of these is fixed by intelligible differences. Thus we 
may be compelled to see that both kinds of sensations are to be re- 
garded, not as mere sensible impressions, but as the effects of a judg- 
ment passed upon the form in the play of divers sensations. The dif- 
ference in our definition, according as we adopt the one or the other 
opinion in judging of the grounds of music, would be just this: either, 
as we have done, we must explain it as the beautiful play of sensa- 
tions (of hearing), or else as a play of pleasant sensations. According 
to the former mode of explanation, music is represented altogether as 
a beautiful art; according to the latter, as a pleasant art (at least in 
part). 


§ 53. Comparison of the Respective Aesthetical Worth 
of the Beautiful Arts 


Of all the arts poetry (which owes its origin almost entirely to genius 
and will least be guided by precept or example) maintains the first 
rank, It expands the mind by setting the imagination at liberty and by 
offering, within the limits of a given concept, amid the unbounded 
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variety of possible forms according therewith, that which unites the 
presentment of this concept with a wealth of thought to which no 
verbal expression is completely adequate, and so rising aesthetically to 
ideas. It strengthens the mind by making it feel its faculty—free, 
spontaneous, and independent of natural determination—of consid- 
ering and judging nature as a phenomenon in accordance with as- 
pects which it does not present in experience either for sense or under- 
standing, and therefore of using it on behalf of, and as a sort of 
schema for, the supersensible. It plays with illusion, which it pro- 
duces at pleasure, but without deceiving by it; for it declares its exer- 
cise to be mere play, which however can be purposively used by the 
understanding. Rhetoric, in so far as this means the art of persuasion, 
1.e. of deceiving by a beautiful show (ars oratoria), and not mere ele- 
gance of speech (eloquence and style), is a dialectic which borrows 
from poetry only so much as is needful to win minds to the side of the 
orator before they have formed a judgment and to deprive them of 
their freedom; it cannot therefore be recommended either for the law 
courts or for the pulpit. For if we are dealing with civil law, with the 
rights of individual persons, or with lasting instruction and deter- 
mination cf people’s minds to an accurate knowledge and a con- 
scientious observance of their duty, it is unworthy of so important a 
business to allow a trace of any luxuriance of wit and imagination to 
appear, and still less any trace of the art of talking people over and of 
captivating them for the advantage of any chance person. For al- 
though this art may sometimes be directed to legitimate and praise- 
worthy designs, it becomes objectionable when in this way maxims 
and dispositions are spoiled in a subjective point of view, though the 
action may objectively be lawful. It is not enough to do what ts night; 
we should practice it solely on the ground that it is mght. Again, the 
mere concept of this species of matters of human concer, when clear 
and combined with a lively presentation of it in examples, without 
any offense against the rules of euphony of speech or propriety of 
expression, has by itself for ideas of reason (which collectively consti- 
tute eloquence) sufficient influence upon human minds; so that it 1s 
not needful to add the machinery of persuasion, which, since it can be 
used equally well to beautify or to hide vice and error, cannot quite 
lull the secret suspicion that one is being artfully overreached. In po- 
etry everything proceeds with honesty and candor. It declares itself to 
be a mere entertaining play of the imagination, which wishes to pro- 
ceed as regards form in harmony with the laws of the understanding; 
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and it does not desire to steal upon and ensnare the understanding 
by the aid of sensible presentation.% 

After poetry, if we are to deal with charm and mental movement, I 
would place that art which comes nearest to the art of speech and can 
very naturally be united with it, viz, the art of tone. For although it 
speaks by means of mere sensations without concepts, and so does not, 
like poetry, leave anything over for reflection, it yet moves the mind in 
a greater variety of ways and more intensely, although only transitonily. 
It is, however, rather enjoyment than cultivation (the further play of 
thought that is excited by its means is merely the effect of a kind 
of mechanical association), and in the judgment of reason it has 
less worth than any other of the beautiful arts. Hence, like all enjoy- 
ment, it desires constant change and does not bear frequent repetition 
without producing weariness. Its charm, which admits of universal 
communication, appears to rest on this that every expression of speech 
has in its context a tone appropriate to the sense. This tone indicates 
more or less an affection of the speaker and produces it also in the 
hearer, which affection excites in its turn in the hearer the idea that is 
expressed in speech by the tone in question. Thus as modulation 1s, as 
it were, a universal language of sensations intelligible to every man, 
the art of tone employs it by itself alone in its full force, viz. as lan- 
guage of the affections, and thus communicates universally according 
to the laws of association the aesthetical ideas naturally combined 
therewith. Now these aesthetical ideas are not concepts or determinate 
thoughts. Hence the form of the composition of these sensations (har- 


13] must admit that a beautiful poem has always given me a pure gratification, 
while the reading of the best discourse, whether of a Roman orator or of a modern 
parliamentary speaker or of a preacher, has always been mingled with an unpleas- 
ant feeling of disapprobation of a treacherous art which means to move men in 
important matters like machines to a judgment that must lose all weight for them 
on quiet reflection. Readiness and accuracy in speaking (which taken together con- 
stitute rhetoric) belong to beautiful art, but the art of the orator (ars oratoria), 
the art of availing oneself of the weaknesses of men for one’s own designs (whether 
these be well meant or even actually good does not matter), is worthy of no re- 
spect. Again, this art only reached its highest point, both at Athens and at Rome 
at a time when the state was hastening to its ruin and true patriotic sentiment 
had disappeared. The man who, along with a clear insight into things, has in his 
power a wealth of pure speech, and who with a fruitful imagination capable of 
presenting his ideas unites a lively sympathy with what is truly good, is the vir 
bonus dicendi peritus, the orator without art but of great impressiveness, as Cicero 
has it, though he may not always remain true to this ideal. 
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mony and melody) only serves instead of the form of language, by 
means of their proportionate accordance, to express the aesthetical 
idea of a connected whole of an unspeakable wealth of thought, cor- 
responding to a certain theme which produces the dominating affec- 
tion in the piece. This can be brought mathematically under certain 
rules, because it rests in the case of tones on the relation between the 
number of vibrations of the air in the same time, so far as these tones 
are combined simultaneously or successively. To this mathematical 
form, although not represented by determinate concepts, alone at- 
taches the satisfaction that unites the mere reflection upon such a 
number of concomitant or consecutive sensations with this their play, 
as a condition of its beauty valid for every man. It is this alone which 
permits taste to claim in advance a rightful authority over everyone’s 
judgment. 

But in the charm and mental movement produced by music, math- 
ematics has certainly not the slightest share. It is only the indispensa- 
ble condition (conditio sine qua non) of that proportion of the im- 
pressions in their combination and in their alternation by which it 
becomes possible to gather them together and prevent them from de- 
stroying each other, and to harmonize them so as to produce a con- 
tinual movement and animation of the mind, by means of affec- 
tions consonant therewith, and thus a delightful personal enjoyment. 

If, on the other hand, we estimate the worth of the beautiful arts 
by the culture they supply to the mind and take as a standard the 
expansion of the faculties which must concur in the judgment for cog- 
nition, music will have the lowest place among them (as it has per- 
haps the highest among those arts which are valued for their pleas- 
antness), because it merely plays with sensations. The formative arts 
are far before it in this point of view, for in putting the imagination 
in a free play, which is also accordant with the understanding, they at 
the same time carry on a serious business. This they do by producing a 
product that serves for concepts as a permanent self-commendatory 
vehicle for promoting their union with sensibility and thus, as it were, 
the urbanity of the higher cognitive powers. These two species of art 
take quite different courses; the first proceeds from sensations to in- 
determinate ideas, the second from determinate ideas to sensations. 
The latter produce permanent, the former only transitory impressions. 
The imagination can recall the one and entertain itself pleasantly 
therewith; but the other either vanish entirely, or, if they are recalled 
involuntarily by the imagination, they are rather wearisome than 
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pleasant.!* Besides, there attaches to music a certain want of urbanity 
from the fact that, chiefly from the character of its instruments, it ex- 
tends its influence further than is desired (in the neighborhood), and 
so as it were obtrudes itself and does violence to the freedom of oth- 
ers who are not of the musical company. The arts which appeal to the 
eyes do not do this, for we need only turn our eyes away if we wish to 
avoid being impressed. The case of music is almost like that of the de- 
light derived from a smell that diffuses itself widely. The man who 
pulls his perfumed handkerchief out of his pocket attracts the atten- 
tion of all around him, even against their will, and he forces them, if 
they are to breathe at all, to enjoy the scent; hence this habit has gone 
out of fashion. 

Among the formative arts I would give the palm to painting, partly 
because as the art of delineation it lies at the root of all the other 
formative arts, and partly because it can penetrate much further into 
the region of ideas and can extend the field of intuition in conformity 
with them further than the others can. 


SECOND DIVISION 
DIALECTIC OF THE AESTHETICAL JUDGMENT 


$55 
A faculty of judgment that is to be dialectical must in the first place be 
rationalizing, i.e. its judgments must claim universality’ and that a 
priori, for it is in the opposition of such judgments that dialectic con- 
sists. Hence the incompatibility of aesthetical judgments of sense 
(about the pleasant and the unpleasant) is not dialectical. And again, 
the conflict between judgments of taste, so far as each man depends 
merely on his own taste, forms no dialectic of taste, because no one 


14 [From this to the end of the paragraph, and the next note, were added in the 
second edition. | 

15 Those who recommend the singing of spiritual songs at family prayers do not 
consider that they inflict a great hardship upon the public by such noisy (and 
therefore in general pharisaical) devotions, for they force the neighbors either to 
sing with them or to abandon meditations. 

1 We may describe as a rationalizing judgment (judicitum ratiocinans) one which 
proclaims itself as universal, for as such it can serve as the major premise of a 
syllogism. On the other hand, we can only speak of a judgment as rational 
(judicium ratiocinatum) which is thought as the conclusion of a syllogism, and 
consequently as grounded a priori. 
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proposes to make his own judgment a universal rule. There re- 
mains, therefore, no other concept of a dialectic which has to do with 
taste than that of a dialectic of the critique of taste (not of taste itself) 
in tespect of its principles, for here concepts that contradict one an- 
other (as to the ground of the possibility of judgments of taste in gen- 
eral) naturally and unavoidably present themselves. The Transcen- 
dental Critique of Taste will therefore contain a part which can bear 
the name of a Dialectic of the Aesthetical Judgment, only if and so 
far as there is found an antinomy of the principles of this faculty 
which renders its conformity to law, and consequently also its internal 
possibility, doubtful. 


§ 56. Representation of the Antinomy of Taste 


The first commonplace of taste is contained in the proposition, with 
which every tasteless person proposes to avoid blame: everyone has his 
own taste, That is as much as to say that the determining ground of 
this judgment is merely subjective (gratification or grief), and that 
the judgment has no right to the necessary assent of others. 

The second commonplace invoked even by those who admit for 
judgments of taste the right to speak with validity for everyone is: 
there is no disputing about taste. That is as much as to say that the 
determining ground of a judgment of taste may indeed be objective, 
but that it cannot be reduced to definite concepts; and that conse- 
quently about the judgment itself nothing can be decided by proofs, 
although much may rightly be contested. For contesting [quarreling] 
and disputing [controversy] are doubtless the same in this, that, by 
means of the mutual opposition of judgments they seek to produce 
their accordance, but different in that the latter hopes to bring this 
about according to definite concepts as determining grounds, and 
consequently assumes objective concepts as grounds of the judgment. 
But where this is regarded as impracticable, controversy is regarded as 
alike impracticable. 

We easily see that, between these two commonplaces, there is a 
proposition wanting which, though it has not passed into a proverb, is 
yet familiar to everyone, viz. there may be a quarrel about taste (al- 
though there can be no controversy). But this proposition involves 
the contradictory of the former one. For wherever quarreling is per- 
misstble, there must be a hope of mutual reconciliation; and conse- 
quently we can count on grounds of our judgment that have not 
merely private validity, and therefore are not merely subjective. And 
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to this the proposition, everyone has his own taste, is directly opposed. 

There emerges therefore in respect of the principle of taste the fol- 
lowing antinomy: 

(1) Thesis. The judgment of taste is not based upon concepts, for 
otherwise it would admit of controversy (would be determinable by 
proofs ). 

(2) Antithesis. The judgment of taste is based on concepts, for 
otherwise, despite its diversity, we could not quarrel about it (we 
could not claim for our judgment the necessary assent of others). 


§ 57. Solution of the Antinomy of Taste 


There is no possibility of removing the conflict between these princi- 
ples that underlie every judgment of taste . . . except by showing 
that the concept to which we refer the object in this kind of judgment 
is not taken in the same sense in both maxims of the aesthetical judg- 
ment. This twofold sense or twofold point of view is necessary to our 
transcendental judgment, but also the illusion which arises from the 
confusion of one with the other is natural and unavoidable. 

The judgment of taste must refer to some concept; otherwise it 
could make absolutely no claim to be necessarily valid for everyone. 
But it is not therefore capable of being proved from a concept, be- 
cause a concept may be either determinable or in itself undetermined 
and undeterminable. The concepts of the understanding are of the 
former kind; they are determinable through predicates of sensible in- 
tuition which can correspond to them. But the transcendental rational 
concept of the supersensible, which lies at the basis of all sensible 
intuition, is of the latter kind, and therefore cannot be theoretically 
determined further. 

Now the judgment of taste is applied to objects of sense, but not 
with a view of determining a concept of them for the understanding; 
for it is not a cognitive judgment. It is thus only a private judgment, 
in which a singular representation intuitively perceived is referred to 
the feeling of pleasure, and so far would be limited as regards its valid- 
ity to the individual judging. The object is for me an object of satis- 
faction; by others it may be regarded quite differently—everyone has 
his own taste. 

Nevertheless there is undoubtedly contained in the judgment of 
taste a wider reference of the representation of the object (as well as 
of the subject), whereon we base an extension of judgments of this 
kind as necessary for everyone. At the basis of this there must neces- 
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sanily be a concept somewhere, though a concept which cannot be 
determined through intuition. But through a concept of this sort we 
know nothing, and consequently it can supply no proof for the judg- 
ment of taste. Such a concept is the mere pure rational concept of the 
supersensible which underlies the object (and also the subject judging 
it), regarded as an object of sense and thus as phenomenal. For if we 
do not admit such a reference, the claim of the judgment of taste to 
universal validity would not hold good. If the concept on which it is 
based were only a mere confused concept of the understanding, like 
that of perfection, with which we could bring the sensible intuition of 
the beautiful into correspondence, it would be at least possible in 
itself to base the judgment of taste on proofs, which contradicts the 
thesis. 

But all contradiction disappears if I say: the judgment of taste is 
based on a concept (viz. the concept of the general ground of the sub- 
jective purposiveness of nature for the judgment); from which, how- 
ever, nothing can be known and proved in respect of the object, be- 
cause it is in itself undeterminable and useless for knowledge. Yet at 
the same time and on that very account the judgment has validity for 
everyone (though, of course, for each only as a singular judgment im- 
mediately accompanying his intuition), because its determining 
ground lies perhaps in the concept of that which may be regarded as 
the supersensible substrate of humanity. 

The solution of an antinomy only depends on the possibility of 
showing that two apparently contradictory propositions do not con- 
tradict each other in fact, but that they may be consistent, although 
the explanation of the possibility of their concept may transcend our 
cognitive faculties. That this illusion is natural and unavoidable by 
human reason, and also why it is so and remains so, although it ceases 
to deceive after the analysis of the apparent contradiction, may be 
thus explained. 

In the two contradictory judgments we take the concept on which 
the universal validity of a judgment must be based in the same sense, 
and yet we apply to it two opposite predicates. In the thesis we mean 
that the judgment of taste is not based upon determinate concepts, 
and in the antithesis that the judgment of taste is based upon a con- 
cept, but an indeterminate one (viz. of the supersensible substrate of 
phenomena). Between these two there is no contradiction. 

We can do nothing more than remove this conflict between the 
claims and counterclaims of taste. It is absolutely impossible to give a 
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definite objective principle of taste in accordance with which its 
judgments could be derived, examined, and established, for then the 
judgment would not be one of taste at all. The subjective principle, 
viz. the indefinite idea of the supersensible in us, can only be put for- 
ward as the sole key to the puzzle of this faculty whose sources are hid- 
den from us; it can be made no further intelligible. 

The proper concept of taste, that is of a merely reflective aesthetical 
judgment, lies at the basis of the antinomy here exhibited and ad- 
justed. Thus the two apparently contradictory principles are recon- 
ciled—both can be true, which is sufficient. If, on the other hand, we 
assume, as some do, pleasantness as the determining ground of taste 
(on account of the singularity of the representation which lies at 
the basis of the judgment of taste) or, as others will have it, the prin- 
ciple of perfection (on account of the universality of the same), and 
settle the definition of taste accordingly, then there arises an antt- 
nomy which it is absolutely impossible to adjust except by showing 
that both the contrary (not merely contradictory) propositions are 
false. And this would prove that the concept on which they are based 
is self-contradictory. Hence we see that the removal of the antinomy 
of the aesthetical judgment takes a course similar to that pursued by 
the critique in the solution of the antinomies of pure theoretical rea- 
son. And thus here, as also in the Critique of Practical Reason, the 
antinomies force us against our will to look beyond the sensible and to 
seek in the supersensible the point of union for all our a priori facul- 
ties, because no other expedient is left to make our reason harmoni- 
ous with itself. 


Remark I 


As we so often find occasion in transcendental philosophy for dis- 
tinguishing ideas from concepts of the understanding, it may be of 
use to introduce technical terms to correspond to this distinction. I 
believe that no one will object if I propose some. In the most univer- 
sal signification of the word, ideas are representations referred to an 
object, according to a certain (subjective or objective) principle, but 
so that they can never become a cognition of it. They are either re- 
ferred to an intuition, according to a merely subjective principle of the 
mutual harmony of the cognitive powers (the imagination and the 
understanding), and they are then called aesthetical; or they are re- 
ferred to a concept according to an objective principle, although they 
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can never furnish a cognition of the object, and are called rational 
ideas. In the latter case the concept is a transcendent one, which is 
different from a concept of the understanding, to which an ade- 
quately corresponding experience can always be supplied and which 
therefore is called immanent. 

An aesthetical idea cannot become a cognition because it is an intu- 
ition (of the imagination) for which an adequate concept can never 
be found. A rational idea can never become a cognition because it 
involves a concept (of the supersensible) corresponding to which an 
intuition can never be given. 

Now I believe we might call the aesthetical idea an inexponible 
representation of the imagination, and a rational idea an indemonstra- 
ble concept of reason. It is assumed of both that they are not gener- 
ated without grounds, but (according to the above explanation of an 
idea in general) in conformity with certain principles of the cog- 
nitive faculties to which they belong (subjective principles in the 
one case, objective in the other). 

Concepts of the understanding must, as such, always be demonstra- 
ble [if by demonstration we understand, as in anatomy, merely pres- 
entation]; ? i.e. the object corresponding to them must always be capa- 
ble of being given in intuition (pure or empirical), for thus alone 
could they become cognitions. The concept of magnitude can be 
given a priori in the intuition of space, e.g. of a right line, etc.; the con- 
cept of cause in impenetrability, in the collision of bodies, etc. Con- 
sequently both can be authenticated by means of an empirical intut- 
tion, i.e. the thought of them can be proved (demonstrated, verified ) 
by an example; and this must be possible, for otherwise we should not 
be certain that the concept was not empty, i.e. devoid of any object. 

In logic we ordinarily use the expressions “demonstrable” or “in- 
demonstrable” only in respect of propositions, but these might be 
better designated by the titles respectively of mediately and immedt- 
ately certain propositions; for pure philosophy has also propositions of 
both kinds, i.e. true propositions, some of which are susceptible of 
proof and others not. It can, as philosophy, prove them on a priori 
erounds, but it cannot demonstrate them, unless we wish to depart en- 
tirely from the proper meaning of this word, according to which to 
demonstrate (ostendere, exhibere) is equivalent to presenting a con- 
cept in intuition (whether in proof or merely in definition). If the 
intuition is a priori this is called construction; but if it is empirical, 
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then the object is displayed by means of which objective reality is as- 
sured to the concept. Thus we say of an anatomist that he demon- 
strates the human eye if, by a dissection of this organ, he makes 
intuitively evident the concept which he has previously treated dis- 
cursively. 

It hence follows that the rational concept of the supersensible sub- 
strate of all phenomena in general, or even of that which must be 
placed at the basis of our arbitrary will in respect of the moral law, viz. 
of transcendental freedom, is already, in kind, an indemonstrable 
concept and a rational idea, while virtue is so in degree. For there can 
be given in experience, as regards its quality, absolutely nothing cor- 
responding to the former, whereas in the latter case no empirical prod- 
uct attains to the degree of that causality which the rational idea pre- 
scribes as the rule. 

As in a rational idea the imagination with its intuitions does not 
attain to the given concept, so in an aesthetical idea the understand- 
ing by its concepts never attains completely to that internal intuition 
which the imagination binds up with a given representation. Since, 
now, to reduce a representation of the imagination to concepts is the 
same thing as to expound it, the aesthetical idea may be called an in- 
exponible representation of the imagination (in its free play). I 
shall have occasion in the sequel to say something more of ideas of 
this kind; now I only note that both kinds of ideas, rational and 
aesthetical, must have their principles and must have them in reason 
—the one in the objective, the other in the subjective principles of its 
employment. 

We can consequently explain genius as the faculty of aesthetical 
ideas, by which at the same time is shown the reason why in the prod- 
ucts of genius it is the nature (of the subject), and not a premeditated 
purpose, that gives the rule to the art (of the production of the beau- 
tiful). For since the beautiful must not be judged by concepts, but by 
the purposive attuning of the imagination to agreement with the fac- 
ulty of concepts in general, it cannot be rule and precept which can 
serve as the subjective standard of that aesthetical but unconditioned 
purposiveness in beautiful art that can rightly claim to please every- 
one. It can only be that in the subject which 1s nature and cannot be 
brought under rules of concepts, i.e. the supersensible substrate of all 
his faculties (to which no concept of the understanding extends), and 
consequently that with respect to which it is the final purpose given 
by the intelligible [part] of our nature to harmonize all our cognitive 
faculties. Thus alone is it possible that there should be a priori at the 
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basis of this purposiveness, for which we can prescribe no objective 
principle, a principle subjective and yet of universal validity. 


Remark IT 


The following important remark occurs here: There are three kinds of 
antinomies of pure reason, which, however, all agree in this that they 
compel us to give up the otherwise very natural hypothesis that ob- 
jects of sense are things in themselves, and force us to regard them 
merely as phenomena and to supply to them an intelligible substrate 
(something supersensible of which the concept is only an idea and 
supplies no proper knowledge). Without such antinomies, reason 
could never decide upon accepting a principle narrowing so much 
the field of its speculation and could never bring itself to sacrifices by 
which so many otherwise brilliant hopes must disappear. For even 
now, when by way of compensation for these losses a greater field in 
a practical aspect opens out before it, it appears not to be able with- 
out grief to part from those hopes and disengage itself from its old 
attachment. 

That there are three kinds of antinomies has its ground in this that 
there are three cognitive faculties—understanding, judgment, and 
reason—of which each (as a superior cognitive faculty) must have its 
a priori principles. For reason, in so far as it judges of these principles 
and their use, inexorably requires, in respect of them all, the uncon- 
ditioned for the given conditioned; and this can never be found if we 
consider the sensible as belonging to things in themselves and do not 
tather supply to it, as mere phenomenon, something supersensible 
(the intelligible substrate of nature both external and internal) as the 
teality in itself [Sache an sich selbst]. There are then: (1) for the 
cognitive faculty an antinomy of reason in respect of the theoretical 
employment of the understanding extended to the unconditioned, 
(2) for the feeling of pleasure and pain an antinomy of reason in re- 
spect of the aesthetical employment of the judgment, and (3) for the 
faculty of desire an antinomy in respect of the practical employment 
of the self-legislative reason; so far as all these faculties have their 
superior principles a priori, and, in conformity with an inevitable 
requirement of reason, must judge and be able to determine their ob- 
ject, unconditionally according to those principles. 

As for the two antinomies of the theoretical and practical employ- 
ment of the superior cognitive faculties, we have already shown their 
unavoidableness if judgments of this kind are not referred to a super- 
sensible substrate of the given objects as phenomena, and also the 
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possibility of their solution as soon as this is done. And as for the 
antinomies in the employment of the judgment, in conformity with 
the requirements of reason and their solution, which is here given, 
there are only two ways of avoiding them. Either: we must deny that 
any a priori principle lies at the basis of the aesthetical judgment of 
taste; we must maintain that all claim to necessary universal agree- 
ment is groundless and vain fancy, and that a judgment of taste only 
deserves to be regarded as correct because it happens that many peo- 
ple agree about it; and this, not because we assume an a priori prin- 
ciple behind this agreement, but because (as in the taste of the pal- 
ate) of the contingent similar organization of the different subjects. 
Or: we must assume that the judgment of taste is really a disguised 
judgment of reason upon the perfection discovered in a thing and the 
reference of the manifold in it to a purpose, and is consequently only 
called aesthetical on account of the confusion here attaching to our 
reflection, although it is at bottom teleological. In the latter case we 
could declare the solution of the antinomies by means of transcen- 
dental ideas to be needless and without point, and thus could harmo- 
nize these laws of taste with objects of sense, not as mere phenomena 
but as things in themselves. But we have shown in several places in the 
exposition of judgments of taste how little either of these expedients 
will satisfy. 

However, if it be granted that our deduction at least proceeds by 
the right method, although it be not yet plain enough in all its parts, 
three ideas manifest themselves. First, there is the idea of the 
supersensible in general, without any further determination of it, as 
the substrate of nature. Secondly, there is the idea of the same as the 
principle of the subjective purposiveness of nature for our cognitive 
faculty. And thirdly; there is the idea of the same as the principle of 
the purposes of freedom and of the agreement of freedom with its 
purposes in the moral sphere. 


§ 59. Of Beauty as the Symbol of Morality 


Intuitions are always required to establish the reality of our concepts. 
If the concepts are empirical, the intuitions are called examples. If 
they are pure concepts of understanding, the intuitions are called 
schemata. If we desire to establish the objective reality of rational 
concepts, i.e. of ideas, on behalf of theoretical cognition, then we are 
asking for something impossible, because absolutely no intuition 
can be given which shall be adequate to them. 

All hypotyposis (presentation, subjectio sub adspectum), or sensi- 
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ble illustration, is twofold. It is either schematical, when to a con- 
cept comprehended by the understanding the corresponding intui- 
tion is given, or it is symbolical. In the latter case, to a concept only 
thinkable by the reason, to which no sensible intuition can be ade- 
quate, an intuition is supplied with which accords a procedure of the 
judgment analogous to what it observes in schematism, i.e. merely 
analogous to the rule of this procedure, not to the intuition itself, 
consequently to the form of reflection merely and not to its content. 

There is a use of the word symbolical that has been adopted by 
modern logicians which is misleading and incorrect, i.e. to speak of 
the symbolical mode of representation as if it were opposed to the 
intuitive, for the symbolical is only a mode of the intuitive. The latter 
(the intuitive, that is), may be divided into the schematical and the 
symbolical modes of representation. Both are hypotyposes, i.e. presen- 
tations (exhibitiones), not mere characterizations or designations of 
concepts by accompanying sensible signs which contain nothing be- 
longing to the intuition of the object and only serve as a means for 
reproducing the concepts, according to the law of association of the 
imagination, and consequently in a subjective point of view. These 
are either words or visible (algebraical, even mimetical) signs, as 
mere expressions for concepts. 

All intuitions which we supply to concepts a priori are therefore 
either schemata or symbols, of which the former contain direct, the 
latter indirect, presentations of the concept. The former do this dem- 
onstratively; the latter by means of an analogy (for which we avail our- 
selves even of empirical intuitions) in which the judgment exercises a 
double function, first applying the concept to the object of a sensible 
intuition, and then applying the mere rule of the reflection made 
upon that intuition to a quite different object of which the first is 
only the symbol. Thus a monarchical state is represented by a living 
body if it is governed by national laws, and by a mere machine (like a 
hand mill) if governed by an individual absolute will; but in both 
cases only symbolically. For between a despotic state and a hand mill 
there is, to be sure, no similarity; but there is a similarity in the rules 
according to which we reflect upon these two things and their cau- 
sality. This matter has not been sufficiently analyzed hitherto, for it 
deserves a deeper investigation; but this is not the place to linger over 
it. Our language [i.e. German] is full of indirect presentations of 


8 The intuitive in cognition must be opposed to the discursive (not to the sym- 
bolical). The former is either schematical, by demonstration, or symbolical, as a 
representation in accordance with a mere andlogy. 
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this sort, in which the expression does not contain the proper schema 
for the concept, but merely a symbol for reflection. Thus the words 
ground (support, basis), to depend (to be held up from above), to 
flow from something (instead of, to follow), substance (as Locke ex- 
presses it, the support of accidents), and countless others are not 
schematical but symbolical hypotyposes and expressions for concepts, 
not by means of a direct intuition, but only by analogy with it, i.e. by 
the transference of reflection upon an object of intuition to a quite 
different concept to which perhaps an intuition can never directly 
correspond. If we are to give the name of “cognition” to a mere mode 
of representation (which is quite permissible if the latter is not a prin- 
ciple of the theoretical determination of what an object is in itself, 
but of the practical determination of what the idea of it should be for 
us and for its purposive use), then all our knowledge of God is merely 
symbolical; and he who regards it as schematical, along with the 
properties of understanding, will, etc., which only establish their ob- 
jective reality in beings of this world, falls into anthropomorphism, 
just as he who gives up every intuitive element falls into deism, by 
which nothing at all is cognized, not even in a practical point of 
view. 

Now I say the beautiful is the symbol of the morally good, and that 
it is only in this respect (a reference which is natural to every man and 
which every man postulates in others as a duty) that it gives pleasure 
with a claim for the agreement of everyone else. By this the mind 1s 
made conscious of a certain ennoblement and elevation above the 
mere sensibility to pleasure received through sense, and the worth of 
others is estimated in accordance with a like maxim of their judg- 
ment. That is the intelligible to which, as pointed out in the preced- 
ing paragraph, taste looks, with which our higher cognitive faculties 
are in accord, and without which a downright contradiction would 
arise between their nature and the claims made by taste. In this fac- 
ulty the judgment does not see itself, as in empirical judging, sub- 
jected to a heteronomy of empirical laws; it gives the law to itself in 
respect of the objects of so pure a satisfaction, just as the reason does 
in respect of the faculty of desire. Hence, both on account of this 
inner possibility in the subject and of the external possibility of a na- 
ture that agrees with it, it finds itself to be referred to something within 
the subject as well as without him, something which is neither nature 
nor freedom, but which yet is connected with the supersensible 
ground of the latter. In this supersensible ground, therefore, the the- 
oretical faculty is bound together in unity with the practical in a way 
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which, though common, is yet unknown. We shall indicate some 
points of this analogy, while at the same time we shall note the dif- 
ferences. 

(1) The beautiful pleases immediately (but only in reflective in- 
tuition, not, like morality, in its concept). (2) It pleases apart from 
any interest (the morally good is indeed necessarily bound up with 
an interest, though not with one which precedes the judgment upon 
the satisfaction, but with one which is first of all produced by it). (3) 
The freedom of the imagination (and therefore of the sensibility 
of our faculty) is represented in judging the beautiful as harmonious 
with the conformity to law of the understanding (in the moral judg- 
ment the freedom of the will is thought as the harmony of the latter 
with itself, according to universal laws of reason). (4) The subjective 
principle in judging the beautiful is represented as universal, i.e. as 
valid for every man, though not cognizable through any universal 
concept. (The objective principle of morality is also expounded as 
universal, i.e. for every subject and for every action of the same sub- 
ject, and thus as cognizable by means of a universal concept). Hence 
the moral judgment is not only susceptible of definite constitutive 
principles, but is possible only by grounding its maxims on these in 
their universality. 

A reference to this analogy is usual even with the common under- 
standing [of men], and we often describe beautiful objects of nature 
or art by names that seem to put a moral appreciation at their basis. 
We call] buildings or trees majestic and magnificent, landscapes laugh- 
ing and gay; even colors are called innocent, modest, tender, be- 
cause they excite sensations which have something analogous to the 
consciousness of the state of mind brought about by moral judgments. 
Taste makes possible the transition, without any violent leap, from 
the charm of sense to habitual moral interest, as it represents the im- 
agination in its freedom as capable of purposive determination for the 
understanding, and so teaches us to find even in objects of sense a free 
satisfaction apart from any charm of sense. 


APPENDIX 


\ 60. Of the Method of Taste 


. . . Now taste is at bottom a faculty for judging of the sensible il- 
lustration of mora] ideas (by means of a certain analogy involved in 
our reflection upon both these), and it is from this faculty also and 
from the greater susceptibility grounded thereon for the feeling arising 
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from the latter (called moral feeling) that that pleasure is derived 
which taste regards as valid for mankind in general and not merely 
for the private feeling of each. Hence it appears plain that the true 
propaedeutic for the foundation of taste is the development of moral 
ideas and the culture of the moral feeling, because it is only when 
sensibility is brought into agreement with this that genuine taste can 
assume a definite invariable form. 


We 


Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von 
SCHELLING 


Schelling’s earliest philosophical writing reflects the powerful 
influence of both Kant and Fichte, though the direction of his 
later work, with its originality and speculative urgency, is evident 
even in this derivative period. It did not take long for his own 
ideas to assert themselves, and they are usually organized under 
five headings. The first creative period after Schelling broke away 
from the Fichtean philosophy is devoted to the philosophy of 
nature (1799), a subject that continued to interest him and to 
which he returned throughout his life. The continuity of this 
interest attests to the fact that Schelling never went from one 
system to another, nor did he move logically from one part of a 
system to its subsequent stage, but rather carried on a growing, 
changing philosophy which tried to synthesize his many insights. 
The second period marks the beginning of his most origtnal 
thought, that of transcendental idealism (1800), and our selec- 
tion is from a work of this period known as the System of Tran- 
scendental Idealism. The thought of the third period ts referred 
to as the philosophy of identity, in which the philosophy of na- 
ture and transcendental idealism are brought into a unitary sys- 
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tem. It is at this time that he delivered his lectures on the phi- 
losophy of art, the most extensive, systematic writings on art that 
he produced (Jena 1802-03; repeated at Wiirzburg 1804-05). In 
these lectures art is placed in the metaphysical context of the phi- 
losophy of identity, which determines for him the subject matter 
of art, the form of art, as well as a system of the arts. The fourth 
period is devoted to the philosophy of freedom, and the fifth to 
the philosophy of religion, including his “positive philosophy” of 
existence in contrast with his (and Hegel’s) earlier “negative,” 
purely rational philosophy. 

Schelling’s philosophy of transcendental idealism begins with 
a transformation of the Fichtean ego-philosophy, the central 
principle of which is that one begins not from the object (Na- 
ture) but from the subject (ego). The problem of transcendental 
idealism is therefore how, starting from the ego, one is to reach 
a completely realized world. How can the subject arrive at an 
object that it can know? This is the converse question to that 
asked by the philosophy of nature, namely, beginning with na- 
ture how can one arrive at intelligence? The philosophy of na- 
ture starts from an object and endeavors to see how a subject 
can arise (1.e., how consciousness can arise in the world). In the 
philosophy of nature Schelling had viewed nature as an evolu- 
tionary system, not in the Darwinian sense, but as a system in 
which nature is a spirit or mind or intelligence that develops ac- 
cording to its own laws. He traces this self-development from 
matter to the highest stage of consciousness. Thus his explana- 
tion of nature was not mechanistic, but rather, as with Goethe, 
organic. This did not prevent Schelling, any more than it did 
Goethe, from being keenly interested in science and experi- 
mentation. 

In the philosophy of transcendental idealism the movement ts 
just the reverse: from ego to world. The ego ts at once a pro- 
ductive agent which creates by itself, stage by stage, the total 
result, and an intuitive agent so that it can grasp what tt pro- 
duces by an intellectual intuition. This grasp by way of intel- 
lectual intuition ts a process of deepening awareness so that the 
ego can follow the evolution of its own activity. 

Philosophy is therefore able to comprehend this process of the 
intelligence by a reflection on its own activity, and in this re- 
flection philosophy penetrates to the original production in ac- 
tually reproducing it. Philosophy is a self-conscious re-creation 
of the process of the ego. However, the ability to do this is a gift, 
the counterpart in philosophical insight to the genius of the art- 
tist. Only those with the free gift can perform the re-creation. 
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In doing this the gifted philosopher uses intellectual intuition 
to follow the mind’s progressive reconstruction of the object and 
understands the mind’s coming to agreement with the object. 
This construction takes place in three stages. 

1) Theoretical. Intelligence builds up a world of knowledge 
through three epochs: a) From sensation to intelligence; b) from 
productive intuition to reflection; c) from reflection to the act 
of the will. With the act of will practical philosophy begins. 

2) Practical. Here, in the stage of practical consciousness, 
Schelling is concerned with the construction of the world of 
ethical law which leads ultimately into a philosophy of history. 
History is interpreted as the progressive revelation of the Abso- 
lute, a term that functions for Schelling as the term God does 
for religions, History is like a drama in which God is the chief 
author, man ts the actor and co-author. Although man acts freely 
in accordance with his own will, nevertheless God’s purposes are 
realized through human action in accord with an unconscious 
system of providence. It is at this point in the evolution of the 
history of consciousness that the second half of our selection 
(Section IV, F) begins. The problem for us here is this: How 
cdn a conscious harmony between consciousness and uncon- 
sciousness be arrived at? How can harmony between Nature and 
Freedom be arrived at? How is harmony possible between theo- 
retical and practical mind? This question can be answered only 
through art. Only art can offer a solution to the problem. (The 
problem of how to harmonize the two realms Schelling inherits 
from Kant’s Critique of Judgment, and it is this problem which 
underlies the philosophy of what we have come to call the Ro- 
mantic movement in art.) 

3) Aesthetic. This is the highest stage of Transcendental Ideal- 
ism. As Schelling argues, in the work of art the original har- 
mony or identity of object and subject, nature and freedom, 
unconscious and conscious, is presented objectively (in an object 
for intuition). This intuition is the aesthetic intuition which 
Schelling says is intellectual intuition become “objective and 
universally valid.” In short, art is philosophy become objective. 

By means of the creative process, the genius is able to solve 
the problem for aesthetic intuition which the philosopher tries 
to realize through intellectual intuition. But because philosophy 
is reflection, it must wait upon art to produce the consciousness 
of the unity of nature and freedom before it itself (philosophy) 
1s able to grasp this unity by means of reflection in intellectual 
intuition. Art is therefore the general organon of philosophy, 
and the keystone of its arch. 
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SYSTEM OF 
TRANSCENDENTAL IDEALISM 


Introduction 


1. Concept of Transcendental Philosophy 


1. All knowledge rests on the agreement of something objective with 
something subjective. For we know only what is true, and truth is uni- 
versally held to be the agreement of representations with their objects. 

2. The sum of all that is purely objective in our knowledge we 
may call nature; the sum of everything subjective may be called, on 
the other hand, the ego or intelligence. The two concepts are mutu- 
ally opposed. Intelligence is origitially conceived of as that which 
merely represents, nature as that which is merely capable of being rep- 
resented, the former as that which is conscious, the latter as the un- 
conscious. Now in all knowledge a mutual agreement of the two—the 
conscious and the intrinsically unconscious—is necessary. The prob- 
lem is to explain this agreement. 

3. In knowledge itself—while I am knowing—the objective and 
subjective elements are so united that one cannot say which of the 
two has priority. There is here no first and no second; the two are si- 
multaneous and one. But in my very attempt to explain this identity I 
must already have dissolved it. In ordet to explain it, since nothing 
else is given to me besides these two factors of knowledge (as principle 
of explanation), I must necessarily set one of them before the other, 
proceed from one of them, in order to go from it to the other. From 
which of the two I am to start is not itself determined by the prob- 
lem. 

There are accordingly only two possible cases. 
A. The objective factor may be taken as prior, and we then ask 
how a subjective factor that agrees with it can be joined to tt. 

The concept of the subjective is not contained in the concept of the 
objective; rather, they mutually exclude each other. ‘The subjective fac- 
tor must therefore be joined to the objective factor. The concept of 
nature does not entail that there should also be something intelligent 
representing it. Nature, so it appears, would exist even if there were 
nothing representing it. The problem can therefore also be expressed 
thus: How is that which is intelligent joined to nature, or, How does 
nature come to be represented? 
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The problem assumes that nature or the objective factor is prior. It 
is therefore doubtless a problem of natural science, which makes this 
very assumption. That natural science really at least approximates 
the solution of this problem—and without knowing it—can be shown 
here only briefly. 

If all knowledge has, as it were, two poles that mutually presuppose 
and require each other, then they must seek each other in all sciences. 
There must of necessity therefore be two basic sciences and it must be 
impossible to start out from one pole without being driven to the 
other. The necessary tendency of all natural science is consequently 
to get from nature to the intelligent. This and nothing else lies at the 
ground of the effort to bring theory into the phenomena of nature. 
The highest perfection of natural science would be the complete intel- 
lectualizing of all natural laws into laws of intuition and thought. The 
phenomena (the material element) would have to disappear fully 
and only the laws (the formal element) remain. Hence it is that the 
more the lawful element emerges in nature itself, the more the mate- 
tial husk disappears; the phenomena themselves become more mental 
and in the end entirely cease to be. Optical phenomena are nothing 
but a geometry whose lines are drawn by light, and this light itself is 
already of ambiguous materiality. In the phenomena of magnetism 
all material traces already disappear; and of the phenomena of 
gravitation, which natural scientists themselves believed could be 
understood only as direct mental influence, nothing remains but the 
law, whose realization in the large is the mechanism of the heavenly 
motions. A completed theory of nature would be one in virtue of 
which the whole of nature resolved itself into a single intelligence. 
The dead and unconscious products of nature are only unsuccessful 
efforts of nature to reflect itself, and so-called dead nature is really an 
unripe intelligence; hence in its phenomena, though unconsciously, 
intelligent character already peers through. Its highest goal, namely, 
that of becoming wholly objective for itself, nature reaches only by 
the highest and final reflection. This is nothing other than man or, 
more generally, what we call reason, by which nature returns com- 
pletely into herself and by which it becomes evident that nature is 
originally identical with that which is recognized as the intelligent 
and conscious principle in us. 

This may perhaps suffice to show that natural science has a neces- 
sary tendency to make nature intelligent. By this very tendency it be- 
comes philosophy of nature, which is one of the two necessary basic 
sciences of philosophy. 
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B. The subjective factor may be taken as prior, and the prob- 
lem is then how an objective factor that agrees with it can be joined 
to xt. 

If all knowledge rests on the agreement of these two factors, the 
explanation of this agreement is without doubt the supreme task of 
all knowledge; and if, as is generally admitted, philosophy is the 
highest and chief of all the sciences, it is without doubt the main 
task of philosophy. 

But the problem requires only an explanation of that agreement in 
general, and leaves it completely undetermined where the explana- 
tion shall begin—which of the two it is to take as the first factor and 
which as the second. Moreover, since the two opposites are mutually 
necessary to each other, the result of the operation must be the same 
from whichever point we start. 

The task of philosophy of nature, as has just been shown, is to make 
the objective factor primary and to derive the subjective factor from 
it. 

Hence, if there exists a transcendental philosophy, only the op- 
posite course remains for it, to start from the subjective factor, as from 
a first and absolute principle, and to let the objective factor arise 
out of it. Philosophy of nature and transcendental philosophy have 
thus separated themselves into two possible directions of philos- 
ophy; and if all philosophy must aim at making either an intelligence 
out of nature or a nature out of intelligence, then transcendental 
philosophy, which has this latter task, is the second necessary basic 
science of philosophy. 


2. Corollaries 


In the foregoing remarks we have not only deduced the concept of 
transcendental philosophy, but have at the same time afforded the 
reader a view of the entire system of philosophy which, as we see, is 
composed of two basic sciences that, opposed to each other in prin- 
ciple and direction, reciprocally require and complement each other. 
The present work sets forth not the whole system of philosophy but 
only one of its basic sciences, which may first be more precisely char- 
acterized in accordance with the concept of it already derived. 

1. If for transcendental philosophy the subjective factor is pri- 
mary, the sole ground of all reality, the sole principle of explanation of 
all else, it must necessarily begin with universal doubt concerning the 
reality of the objective factor. 
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As the natural philosopher, oriented exclusively toward the objec- 
tive, seeks above all to prevent the entry of the subjective into his 
cognition, so conversely the transcendental philosopher seeks to pre- 
vent the entry of the objective into the purely subjective principle of 
cognition, The means of segregation is absolute skepticism, not a 
skepticism that is half-hearted or merely directed against the vulgar 
prejudices of mankind and which never really gets down to funda- 
mentals, but one that is thoroughgoing, that directs itself not against 
single prejudices but against the basic prejudice with which all others 
must stand or fall. For in addition to artificial prejudices into which 
people are conventionally indoctrinated, there are much more primt- 
tive ones, planted in man not by education or art but by nature her- 
self, which are taken by all except the philosopher to be the principles 
of all cognition and which the merely self-appointed thinker treats as 
the touchstone of all truth. 

The one basic prejudice, to which all others reduce themselves, 1s 
none other than that there exist things outside us. This supposition, 
because it rests neither on grounds nor on reasoning (for there is no 
valid proof for it) and yet cannot be eradicated by any contrary 
proof (naturam furca expellas, tamen usque redibit), makes a claim 
to immediate certainty. Yet it refers to something altogether different 
from us, indeed even opposed to us, something of which one cannot 
at all see how it might enter into immediate consciousness. Hence it 
cannot be regarded as anything more than a prejudice—one that is 
indeed innate and original—but nonetheless on that account a preju- 
dice. 

The contradiction that a proposition which by its very nature can- 
not be immediately certain is yet blindly and groundlessly assumed 
to be so, cannot be resolved by the transcendental philosopher ex- 
cept by assuming that this proposition implicitly, and without our 
realizing it until now, is not so much connected with as identical 
with an immediate certainty. To exhibit this identity will be the ex- 
press business of transcendental philosophy. 

2. Now even in the ordinary usage of reason itself there is noth- 
ing immediately certain except the proposition I am. Because outside 
of immediate consciousness this proposition loses even its meaning, it 
is the most individual of all truths and the absolute prejudgment that » 
must first be assumed if anything else is to be certain. The proposition 
There exist things outside us will therefore be certain for the tran- 
scendental philosopher only through its identity with the proposition 
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I am; and its certainty will also only be equal to the certainty of the 
proposition from which it derives its own certainty. 

Accordingly, transcendental knowledge would distinguish itself 
from ordinary knowledge on two points. 

First, for transcendental cognition, certainty about the existence of 
external things is a mere prejudice, beyond which it passes in seeking 
out the grounds of this certainty. (The transcendental philosopher 
cannot make it his business to demonstrate the existence of things 
in themselves, but only that it is a natural and necessary prejudice to 
asssume external objects as real. ) 

Second, the two propositions I am and There are things outside 
me, which fuse in ordinary consciousness, are separated by transcen- 
dental cognition (setting one before the other), precisely in order to 
be able to prove their identity and to really exhibit the immediate 
connection that is merely felt in ordinary cognition. By the act of this 
separation itself, if and when it is complete, the philosopher trans- 
poses himself into the transcendental mode of contemplation, which 
is by no means a natural, but an artificial, one. 

3. If for the transcendental philosopher only the subjective fac- 
tor has primary reality, he will make only the subjective into his 
immediate object in cognition. The objective will become his object 
only indirectly, and in contrast with ordinary knowledge where cog- 
nition itself (the act of knowing) disappears in favor of the object, in 
transcendental knowledge the object as such vanishes in favor of the 
act of knowledge. Transcendental cognition is thus a knowing of 
knowing, insofar as it is purely subjective. 

Thus, for example, only the objective factor in intuition reaches 
ordinary consciousness; the intuition itself loses itself in the object. 
The transcendental mode of contemplation, on the other hand, 
catches sight of the intuited object only through the act of intuiting. 
Thus ordinary knowing is a mechanism in which concepts dominate, 
without however being distinguished as concepts, whereas transcen- 
dental thinking interrupts that mechanism and, in becoming conscious 
to itself of the concept as an act, raises itself to the concept of the 
concept. In ordinary action we forget about the acting itself in favor 
of the object of action; philosophizing is also an action, but not merely 
an action. It is at the same time a continual self-intuiting in this ac- 
tion. 

The nature of the transcendental mode of contemplation must 
therefore in general consist in this: in it, that which escapes con- 
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sciousness in all other thinking, knowing, or doing, and is absolutely 
non-objective, is now also brought to consciousness and becomes ob- 
jective. In short, it is a continual becoming-object for itself of the 
subjective. 

The transcendental art will consist precisely in the skill of maintain- 
ing oneself steadily in this doubleness of action and thought. 


3. Preliminary Division of Transcendental Philosophy 


This division is preliminary because the principles of division can be 
deduced only in the science itself. 

We return to the concept of the science. 

Transcendental philosophy has to explain how knowledge in gen- 
eral is possible, presupposing that the subjective is taken to be the 
dominant or primary factor in it. 

It is not, therefore, a single part or a particular object of knowl- 
edge, but knowledge itself and knowledge in general that transcen- 
dental philosophy makes its object. 

Now all knowledge reduces itself to certain original convictions 
or primitive prejudgments. Transcendental philosophy must reduce 
these individual convictions to a single primary conviction; this single 
one, from which all the others are derived, is expressed in the first 
principle of this philosophy, and the task of finding such a principle 
is nothing other than that of finding the absolute certainty by means 
of which all further certainty is arrived at. 

The division of transcendental philosophy itself is determined by 
these original convictions, whose credentials it examines. ‘These con- 
victions must first be sought in the ordinary understanding. If, then, 
we return to the standpoint of ordinary thought, we find the following 
convictions engraved deeply in the human understanding. 

A. That not only does there exist independently of us a world of 
things outside us, but also that our representations so agree with 
them that there is nothing in things other than what we perceive in 
them. The element of compulsion in our objective representations is 
explained by the fact that things are unalterably determined and that 
by this determinacy of things our representations are also mediatcly 
determined. The first problem of philosophy is defined by this first 
and most primitive conviction: to explain how representations can 
agree absolutely with objects existing in complete independence of 
them. Now the possibility of all experience rests on the assumption 
that things are exactly as we perceive them, that in fact we know 
things as they are in themselves (for what would experience be, and in 
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what direction would e.g. physics not go astray without this presuppo- 
sition of the absolute identity of being and appearing?). Conse- 
quently the solution of this problem is identical with theoretical 
philosophy, which is supposed to inquire into the possibility of ex- 
perience. 

B. The second equally primitive conviction is that representations 
that arise in us through freedom without necessity, can pass from the 
world of thought into the actual world and attain to objective reality. 

This conviction is contrary to the first. According to the first we as- 
sume that objects are unalterably determined and that our repre- 
sentations are determined by them; according to the second, objects 
are alterable, and indeed are so by the causality of representations im 
us. According to the first conviction a transition occurs from the real 
world to the world of representation; representations are determined 
by something objective. According to the second a transition takes 
place from the world of representation to the real world; something 
objective is determined by a (freely projected) representation in us. 

A second problem is posed by the second conviction: how some- 
thing objective should be so transformable by something merely 
thought, that it is brought into complete agreement with what is 
thought. 

Since the possibility of all free action rests on this assumption, the 
solution of this problem is practical philosophy. 

C. But with these two problems we see ourselves involved in a 
contradiction. B calls for the domination of thought (the ideal) over 
the world of sense; but how is this thinkable if (according to A) our 
representation is already in its origin merely the slave of the objective 
factor? Conversely, if the actual world is something completely inde- 
pendent of us, to which (as its archetype) our representation must 
conform (according to A), it is inconceivable how once again the real 
world should be able to conform to representations in us (as B re- 
quires). In a word, practical certainty disappears in the presence of 
theoretical certainty, and theoretical certainty disappears in the pres- 
ence of practical. It is impossible that truth should occur in our cog- 
nition and reality in our volition simultaneously. 

This contradiction must be resolved if philosophy is to exist at all 
—and the solution of this problem or the answer to the question How 
can we conceive at one and the same time of representations conform- 
ing to objects and of objects conforming to representations? is not the 
first but the highest task of transcendental philosophy. 

It is easy to see that this problem can be solved neither in theo- 
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retical nor in practical philosophy, but in a higher philosophy which 
is the connecting link between the two, neither theoretical nor prac- 
tical but both at once. 

We cannot comprehend how at one and the same time the objec- 
tive world should adapt itself to representations in us and representa- 
tions in us to the objective world, unless there exists a pre-established 
harmony between the two worlds, the ideal world and the real. But 
this pre-established harmony is itself unthinkable unless the activity by 
which the objective world is produced is originally identical with that 
which manifests itself in volition, and conversely. 

Now, in fact, it is a productive activity that manifests itself in vo- 
lition; all free action is productive, but productive with consciousness. 
If we now suppose, since both activities are to be only one in princi- 
ple, that the same activity that is productive with consciousness in free 
action is productive without consciousness in the production of the 
world, then this pre-established harmony is real and the contradiction 
is resolved. 

If we suppose that all this is really the case, then the original identity 
of the activity concerned in the producing of the world with that 
which manifests itself in volition, will exhibit itself in the products of 
the former, and these products will have to appear as products of an 
activity at once conscious and unconscious. 

Nature, as a whole as well as in its individual products, will have to 
appear to be a work produced with consciousness and yet at the same 
time a product of the blindest mechanism; it is purposive without be- 
ing explicable in purposive terms. The philosophy of natural purposes, 
or teleology, is thus the required point of union of theoretical and 
practical philosophy. 

D. Up to this point we have postulated only in general terms the 
identity of the unconscious activity that has produced nature with the 
conscious activity that manifests itself in volition, without deciding 
where the principle of this activity lies, whether in nature or in us. 

Now the system of knowledge can be considered complete only 
when it returns to its principle. Transcendental philosophy would thus 
be complete only when it could demonstrate that the above identity 
—the final resolution of its whole problem—lies in its principle (in 
the ego). 

It is postulated, therefore, that this simultaneously conscious and 
unconscious activity is to be exhibited in the subjective factor, in con- 
sciousness itself. 

Only aesthetic activity is of this kind, and every work of art is intelli- 
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gible only as the product of such an activity. The ideal world of art 
and the real world of objects are therefore products of one and the 
same activity. The confluence of the two (conscious and unconscious 
activities) without consciousness gives rise to the real world, and 
with consciousness to the aesthetic world. 

The objective world is only the primitive, as yet unconscious, poetry 
of the spirit; the general organon of philosophy—and the keystone of 
its whole arch—is the philosophy of art. 


4. Organ of Transcendental Philosophy 


1. The sole immediate object of transcendental contemplation is 
the subjective. The sole organ for philosophizing in this manner 1s 
therefore the inner sense, and its object is of such a nature that, unlike 
the object of mathematics, it can never be the object of outer intul- 
tion. To be sure the object of mathematics no more exists outside cog- 
nition than does that of philosophy. The whole existence of mathe- 
matics rests on intuition; it exists therefore only in intuition, but this 
intuition itself is an external one. In addition, the mathematician 
never deals immediately with intuition (construction) itself, but only 
with that which has been constructed, which may indeed be repre- 
sented externally, whereas the philosopher looks only at the act of 
construction itself, which is absolutely internal. 

2. Moreover, the objects of the transcendental philosopher do not 
exist at all except insofar as they are freely produced. We cannot be 
constrained to perform such a production as one may, say, be con- 
strained by the external drawing of a mathematical figure to intuit the 
same inwardly. Nevertheless, just as the existence of a mathematical 
figure rests on outer sense, so the whole reality of a philosophical con- 
cept rests solely on inner sense. The whole object of this philosophy 
is nothing other than the action of intelligence according to definite 
laws. This action can be apprehended only by a peculiar immediate 
inner intuition, which again is possible only by way of production. 
But this is not enough. In philosophizing, we are not merely the ob- 
ject, but also at the same time the subject of contemplation. In order 
to understand philosophy, therefore, two conditions must be fulfilled, 
first, that we be engaged in a continuous inner activity, in a continu- 
ous producing of the primary acts of intelligence, and second that we 
be engaged in continuous reflection upon this productive process, in 
a word, that we be at once that which is intuited (that which does the 
producing) and that which intuits. 

3. By means of this continuous doubleness of production and in- 
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tuition, that which otherwise is reflected by nothing is to become an 
object. We cannot prove here (though we can in what follows) that 
this reflection of what is absolutely unconscious and nonobjective is 
possible only through an aesthetic act of the imagination. In the 
meantime it is at least evident from what has already been shown here 
that all philosophy is productive. Philosophy, as well as art, therefore 
rests upon the productive faculty, and the difference between the two 
depends solely on a difference in direction of the productive power. 
For whereas production in art is directed outward in order to reflect 
the unconscious in products, philosophical production turns immedi- 
ately inward so as to reflect the unconscious in intellectual intuition. 
The appropriate sense by which this kind of philosophy must be com- 
prehended is thus the aesthetic sense, and for this very reason the 
philosophy of art is the true organon of philosophy. 

There exist only two ways of passing beyond common reality: po- 
etry, which transports us to an ideal world; and philosophy, which 
makes the real world disappear wholly before us. It is hard to see why 
the sense for philosophy should be more universally distributed than 
that for poetry, especially among the class of people who have com- 
pletely lost the aesthetic organ, whether because of concentration on 
memory (nothing more directly kills the productive capacity) or as a 
result of lifeless speculation destructive of all imagination. 

4. It is unnecessary to detain ourselves with commonplaces about 
the sense of truth, or about utter unconcern in regard to consequences, 
although we might want to ask what other conviction could still be 
sacred to him who challenges the most certain of all (that there exist 
things outside us). We may rather cast one more glance at the so- 
called claims of ordinary understanding. 

In matters of philosophy the ordinary or common understanding 
has no other claims than that which every object under inquiry has, 
to be completely explained. 

The task is not to prove that what the common understanding 
holds to be true is in fact true; it is only to disclose the inevitability of 
its illusions. It remains the case that the objective world belongs 
merely to the necessary limitations that make self-consciousness (that 
which I am) possible. For the ordinary understanding it is sufhcient 
if the necessity of its viewpoint is itself again derived from this phil- 
osophical viewpoint. 

To this end it is not only necessary that the inner machinery of our 
mental activity should be laid open, and the mechanism of necessary 
representation be disclosed; but also the peculiarity of our nature 
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should be exhibited by which it is necessary that what has reality 
merely in our intuition becomes reflected to us as something present 
outside us. 

Just as natural science engenders idealism out of realism by spiritual- 
izing the laws of nature into laws of intelligence, or adding the formal 
to the material, so transcendental philosophy engenders realism out 
of idealism by materializing the laws of intelligence into laws of na- 
ture, or joining the material to the formal. 


Section IV 
F. 


PROBLEM 


to explain how the ego itself can become conscious of the orig- 
inal harmony between the subjective and the objective. 


SOLUTION 


1. 


a. All action can be understood only in terms of a primordial union 
of freedom and necessity. The proof is that every action, whether of 
the individual or of the whole species, must be thought of as free 
qua action, while qua objective result it must be thought of as stand- 
ing under natural laws. Subjectively, then, or for inner appearance, it 
is we who act; objectively it is never we but something else acting, as 
it were, through us. 

2. This objective entity that acts through me should however 
again be I. Now I am only the conscious factor, whereas that which 
acts through me is the unconscious factor. Thus the unconscious ele- 
ment in my action should be identical with the conscious element. 
This identity, however, cannot be demonstrated in free action itself, 
for it annuls itself precisely for the sake of free action, 1.e., in order that 
the objective factor should become objective. Thus the identity 
would have to be demonstrated at a point beyond this objectivation. 
But that which in free action becomes the objective element, inde- 
pendent of us, is intuition on our side of appearance. Consequently 
the identity would have to be demonstrable in intuition. 
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It cannot however be demonstrated in intuition itself. For either 
the intuition is simply subjective, hence not objective at all, or it be- 
comes objective in action, and then the identity has been canceled in 
the action precisely for the sake of the objectivation. Hence it would 
seem that the identity could be demonstrated only in the products 
of intuition. 

This identity cannot be shown in the objective of the second order," 
since it comes about only by the dissolution of that identity and by a 
division that is infinite. This objective factor, to be sure, cannot be 
explained except by the assumption that what divides itself in free ac- 
tion for the sake of appearance is something originally posited in har- 
mony. This identity, however, should first be shown for the ego itself, 
and since it is the ground of explanation of history, it cannot also be 
demonstrated from history. 

The identity therefore can only be shown in the objective of the 
first order.” 

We supposed the objective world to arise through a completely 
blind mechanism of intelligence. But how such a mechanism is possi- 
ble in a nature whose basic character is consciousness would be difh- 
cult to conceive if the mechanism were not already determined be- 
forehand by free and conscious activity. It would be just as hard to 
conceive how any realization at all of our aims in the external world 
is possible by means of conscious and free activity unless a susceptibil- 
ity to such an action were already laid down in the world, even be- 
fore it becomes the object of a conscious action, by virtue of the 
original identity of unconscious and conscious activity. 

If, however, all conscious activity is purposive, then this coincidence 
of conscious and unconscious activity can be demonstrated only in a 
product that is purposive without having been purpostvely produced. 
Nature must be such a product, and this is precisely the principle of 
all teleology, in which alone the solution of the given problem can be 
sought. 


1{The lawfulness of history which is the providential revelation of the divine.] 
2 (Nature as objective.} 
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Section V 


THE MAIN PROPOSITIONS OF TELEOLOGY 
ACCORDING TO THE PRINCIPLES OF 
TRANSCENDENTAL IDEALISM 


1. 


The appearance of freedom can be conceived only in terms of a sin- 
gle identical activity that has divided itself into conscious and uncon- 
scious factors solely for the sake of appearing. Nature, as that which 
lies beyond this division and which is brought forth without freedom, 
must just as certainly appear as a product that is purposive without 
having been produced according to a purpose. It must appear, there- 
fore, as a product that looks as though it were produced with con- 
scious intention, although it is the work of blind mechanism. 

(a) Nature must appear as a purposive product. Transcendental 
proof of this proposition is derived from the necessary harmony of un- 
conscious and conscious activity. Proof from experience does not be- 
long in transcendental philosophy. We therefore proceed to the sec- 
ond proposition. Namely, 

(b) Nature is not purposive in its production, i.e., although it 
bears in itself all the characteristics of a purposive product it is never- 
theless not purposive in its origin, and the character of nature, and 
precisely what makes it nature, is denied by the attempt to explain it 
in terms of purposive production. For the uniqueness of nature rests 
precisely on the fact that it is purposive in its mechanism even though 
this is nothing but blind mechanism. If I cancel its mechanism, I can- 
cel nature itself. The whole magical charm, for instance, that sur- 
rounds organic nature and that can be fully penetrated only with the 
aid of transcendental idealism, rests on the contradiction that nature, 
although a product of blind natural forces, is nevertheless through 
and through purposive. But this contradiction, which may be deduced 
a priori by means of transcendental principles, is contravened by tele- 
ological modes of explanation. 

Nature, says Kant, speaks figuratively to us in its purposive forms. 
The appearance of freedom in ourselves gives us the interpretation of 
nature’s symbolic language. What has divided itself in free action for 
the sake of appearing is still unseparated in the natural product. Every 
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plant is wholly what it ought to be; what is free in it is necessary, and 
what is necessary, free, Man is an eternal fragment, for his action 
is either necessary and then not free, or free and then not necessary 
and lawful. ‘Thus only organic nature gives me the complete appear- 
ance of a united freedom and necessity in the external world, and this 
could be inferred in advance from the place organic nature assumes in 
the series of productions in theoretical philosophy. For, according to 
our deductions, organic nature is itself already a producing that has 
become objective; hence, to that extent, it borders on free action; yet 
it is an unconscious intuiting of this productive process, and to that 
extent again itself a blind producing. 

Now this contradiction, that one and the same product is simul- 
taneously a blind product and yet purposive, simply cannot be ex- 
plained in any system other than transcendental idealism, since every 
other system must deny either the purposiveness of the products or 
the mechanism in their production, thus doing away with the co- 
existence of the two. 

Either we assume that matter spontaneously shapes itself into pur- 
posive products. Then at least it becomes conceivable how matter and 
purposive concept interpenetrate in the products. We then either 
ascribe absolute reality to matter—as happens in hylozoism, an absurd 
system, insofar as it assumes that matter itself is intelligent—or we do 
not. In the latter case matter must be thought of as a mere mode of 
intuition of an intelligent being, so that the purposive concept and 
the object do not really interpenetrate in matter but in that being’s 
intuition; and then hylozoism itself leads back to transcendental 
idealism. 

Or we assume that matter is absolutely inactive and suppose the 
purposiveness in its products to be produced by an intelligence out- 
side it, in such a way that the concept of this purposiveness has pre- 
ceded the production itself. But then it is inconceivable how concept 
and object interpenetrate to infinity, how in a word the product 
should be a natural product rather than a product of art. For the dif- 
ference between the product of art and that of nature lies precisely in 
the fact that in the former the concept is imprinted only on the sur- 
face of the object, whereas in the latter it has entered into the object 
itself and is completely inseparable from it. This absolute identity of 
the purposive concept with the object itself is, however, explicable 
solely in terms of a production in which conscious and unconscious 
activity unite; but such a production, again, is possible only in an in- 
telligence. Now we can very well conceive how a creative intelligence 
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can represent a world for itself, but not how it can do so for others 
outside itself. Thus we see ourselves here again driven back to tran- 
scendental idealism. 

The purposiveness of nature as a whole as well as in its individual 
products can only be conceived in terms of an intuition in which the 
concept of the concept and the object itself are originally and indis- 
tinguishably united. For then the product will indeed have to appear 
purposive, since the production itself was already determined by the 
principle which separates itself into the free and the unfree for the 
sake of consciousness, and yet, again, the purposive concept cannot be 
conceived as preceding the production, because in the above-men- 
tioned intuition both were still indistinguishable. Now, teleological 
modes of explanation suppose that the purposive concept, which cor- 
responds to conscious activity, precedes the object, which corresponds 
to unconscious activity. That this kind of explanation actually puts an 
end to all genuine explanation of nature, and thereby becomes in- 
jurious to knowledge in its perfection, is so self-evident from what 
has been said that it needs no further explanation, even by way of il- 
lustration. 


2. 


In its blind and mechanical purposiveness nature represents to me, to 
be sure, an original identity of conscious and unconscious activity. 
However, it does not represent this identity to me as one whose ulti- 
mate ground lies in the ego itself. The transcendental philosopher 
sees perfectly well that the principle of this identity or harmony is 
that which is ultimate in us, which divides itself already in the first 
act of self-consciousness and is charged with the whole of conscious- 
ness in all its determinations; but the ego itself does not see this. Now 
the problem of the whole science was just this, how the ultimate 
ground of harmony between the subjective and the objective should 
become objective to the ego itself. 

In intelligence itself, therefore, an intuition must be discoverable 
by which the ego, in one and the same appearance, is at once con- 
scious and unconscious for itself. Only by way of such an intuition do 
we bring intelligence, as it were, wholly out of itself; only by means 
of such an intuition is the whole problem of transcendental philoso- 
phy (to explain the agreement of the subjective and the objective) 
solved. 

By the first requirement, namely, that conscious and unconscious 
activity should become objective in one and the same intuition, this 
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intuition distinguishes itself from that which we were able to deduce 
in practical philosophy, where intelligence was conscious only for 
inner intuition but was unconscious for outer intuition. 

By the second requirement, namely, that the ego should become 
simultaneously conscious and unconscious in one and the same intui- 
tion for itself, the intuition here postulated distinguishes itself from 
that which we have in products of nature, where in fact we apprehend 
that identity, but not as an identity whose principle lies in the ego it- 
self. Every organization is a monogram of that original identity; but 
to recognize itself in this reflection the ego must already have known 
itself immediately in that identity. 

We have nothing to do but analyze the characteristic traits of the 
intuition just deduced in order to discover the intuition itself which, 
to anticipate, can be no other than artistic intuition. 


Section VI 


DEDUCTION OF A UNIVERSAL ORGAN OF PHILOSOPHY, 
OR MAIN PROPOSITIONS OF THE PHILOSOPHY 
OF ART ACCORDING TO PRINCIPLES OF 
TRANSCENDENTAL IDEALISM 


1, Deduction of the Art Product in General 


The postulated intuition should comprehend what exists separated in 
the appearance of freedom and in the intuition of the product of 
nature, namely, identity of conscious and unconscious in the ego and 
consciousness of this identity. The product of this intuition will thus 
be contiguous on the one side with the product of nature and on the 
other side with the product of freedom, and it will have to unite 
within itself the characteristics of both. If we know the product of in- 
tuition, then we also know the intuition itself. We therefore need only 
deduce the product in order to deduce the intuition. 

The product will have in common with the product of freedom the 
fact that it is produced with conscious intent, and with the product of 
nature that it is produced unconsciously. In the first respect it will 
consequently be the inverse of the organic product of nature. If un- 
conscious (blind) activity is reflected as conscious by the organic 
product, then inversely by the product here discussed conscious ac- 
tivity will be reflected as unconscious (objective); or, if the organic 
product reflects for me unconscious activity as determined bv con- 
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scious activity, then inversely, the product which is here deduced will 
reflect conscious activity as determined by unconscious activity. More 
briefly: nature begins unconscious and ends conscious; its production 
is not purposive but its product indeed is. The ego, in the activity 
here discussed, must begin with consciousness (subjectively) and end 
in the unconscious, or objectively; the ego is conscious as regards pro- 
duction, unconscious as regards the product. 

How shall we, however, explain transcendentally for ourselves an 
intuition of this nature, in which unconscious activity, as it were, 
works its way through conscious activity to perfect identity with it? 
We reflect first on the fact that the activity is supposed to be a con- 
scious one. Now it is plainly impossible that something objective 
should be produced with consciousness, which nevertheless is here re- 
quired. Only what arises unconsciously is objective; the genuinely ob- 
jective element in that intuition therefore cannot be introduced by 
means of consciousness. On this point we may appeal immediately to 
the proofs that have already been adduced in regard to free action, 
namely, that the objective element in free action arises in it by force 
of something independent of freedom. The difference is merely this: 
(a) that in free action the identity of both activities must be annulled 
precisely in order that the action should thereby appear as free; here, 
on the other hand, in consciousness itself, and without the negation 
of consciousness, both should appear as one. Also (b) the two activi- 
ties in free action can never become absolutely identical. Hence, again, 
the object of free action is necessarily an infinite one, never fully re- 
alized; for were it fully realized, then the conscious and the obiective 
activity would collapse into one, i.e., the appearance of freedom 
would vanish. Now what was simply impossible through freedom is to 
be possible through the action here postulated, which, however, just 
on this account, must cease to be a free action and become one in 
which freedom and necessity are absolutely united. But the produc- 
tion was to have occurred with consciousness, which is impossible un- 
less both the activities are separated. Here, therefore, is a clear contra- 
diction. I shall set it forth once more. Conscious and unconscious 
activity are to be absolutely one in the product, just as they are also in 
the organic product; but they are to be one in a different way—both 
are to be one for the ego itself. But this is impossible unless the ego is 
conscious of the production. But if the ego is conscious of the pro- 
duction, then the two activities must be separate, since this is a neces- 
sary condition for consciousness of production. The two activities 
must therefore be one, for otherwise there is no identity; the two must 
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be separate, for otherwise there is identity, but not for the ego. How 
is this contradiction to be resolved? 

Both activities must be separated for the sake of the appearance, the 
objectivation of production, just as they must be separated in free ac- 
tion for the sake of the objectivation of intuition. But they cannot be 
separate to infinity, as in free action, because the objective phase 
would then never be a complete representation of the relevant iden- 
tity. The identity of the two was to have been broken up only for the 
sake of consciousness, but the production is to end in unconscious- 
ness. Hence there must be a point where both fall together into one; 
and conversely, where both fall together into one, the production 
must cease to appear free. 

Once this point in the production is arrived at, the productive proc- 
ess must cease absolutely, and it must be impossible for the producer 
to continue to produce. For the condition of all producing is just the 
opposition of conscious and unconscious activity, whereas these are 
here supposed to meet absolutely; so that in intelligence all strife is 
ended, all contradiction resolved. 

Intelligence will thus terminate in full recognition of the identity 
expressed in the product, as one whose principle lies in itself, 1.e., it 
will terminate in a complete self-intuition. Now since it was the free 
tendency to self-intuition in this identity that originally brought about 
the self-estrangement of intelligence, the feeling that accompanies 
this intuition will be a feeling of infinite satisfaction. The whole pro- 
ductive drive comes to rest with the completion of the product; all 
contradictions are resolved, all riddles unraveled. Since the produc- 
tion proceeded from freedom, i.e., from an infinite opposition of the 
two activities, intelligence will not be able to ascribe to freedom the 
absolute unification of the two in which the production ends. For si- 
multaneously with the completion of the product all appearance of 
freedom is removed; intelligence will feel itself surprised and blessed 
by that unification, i.e., it will regard it as though it were a freely be- 
stowed favor of a higher nature that has by means of it made the im- 
possible possible. 

But this unknown, which here brings objective and conscious ac- 
tivity into unexpected harmony, is none other than that Absolute 
which contains the universal ground of the pre-established harmony 
between the conscious and the unconscious. If, then, this absolute is 
reflected from the product, it will appear to intelligence as something 
above it and which itself, in opposition to freedom, adds the element 
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of purposelessness to that which was begun with consciousness and 
purposeful intention. 

This unchangeable identity, which cannot arrive at consciousness 
and is only reflected from the product, is for the producer exactly what 
destiny is for the actor, i.e., an obscure unknown power that adds the 
element of perfection, completion, or objectivity to the fragmentary 
work of freedom. And, as the power that realizes nonintended ends 
by means of our free action without our knowledge is called destiny, 
so the incomprehensible principle which adds the objective to the 
conscious without the co-operation of freedom and in a certain way in 
opposition to freedom, in which what is united in the above-men- 
tioned production eternally flees from itself, is signified by the obscure 
concept of genius. 

The postulated product is none other than the product of genius, 
or, since genius is possible only in art, the product of art. 

The deduction is finished and we now have nothing to do but show 
by a complete analysis that all the characteristic traits of the postu- 
lated production converge in the aesthetic process. 

That all aesthetic production rests on an opposition of activities 
may properly be inferred from the declaration by all artists that they 
are involuntarily impelled to the creation of their works, that they 
merely satisfy an irresistible impulse of their nature through such pro- 
duction. For if every impulse originates in a contradiction in such a 
way that, given the contradiction, the free activity occurs involun- 
tarily, then the artistic impulse must also proceed from such a feeling 
of an inner contradiction. But this contradiction, since it sets into mo- 
tion the whole man with all his powers, is without doubt a contradic- 
tion that seizes upon the ultimate in him, the root of his entire ex- 
istence. It is as though in the rare persons who are, above all others, 
artists in the highest sense of the word, the immutable identity, on 
which all existence rests, has put off the raiment with which it clothes 
itself in others and now, just as it is immediately affected by things, 
with equal immediacy reaffects everything. Consequently it can only 
be the contradiction between the conscious and the unconscious in 
free action that sets the artistic impulse into motion, just as, once 
more, it can only be given to art to satisfy our infinite striving as well 
as to resolve the ultimate and most extreme contradiction in us. 

Just as aesthetic production starts from the feeling of an apparently 
irresolvable contradiction, so, according to the testimony of all artists 
and of all who participate in their inspiration, it comes to a close in 
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the feeling of an infinite harmony. That this feeling, which accompa- 
nies the closure, is at the same time an emotion (a being moved), al- 
ready demonstrates that the artist ascribes the complete resolution of 
the contradiction which he discovers in his work not [alone] to him- 
self but to a spontaneous gift of his nature, which, however inexor- 
ably it sets him into contradiction with himself, with equal grace re- 
moves the pain of this contradiction from him. For just as the artist is 
driven to production involuntarily and even against his inner resist- 
ance (hence the maxims among the ancients: pati Deum, etc., and 
hence in general the image of being inspired by a breath from with- 
out), so the objective element comes about in his production as 
though without his co-operation, i.e., itself in a purely objective way. 
Just as the fateful man does not accomplish what he intends or has in 
view but rather what he must, by an incomprehensible destiny under 
whose influence he stands, so the artist, however purposeful he may 
be, nevertheless, in regard to what is truly objective in his creation, 
seems to stand under the influence of a power that sets him apart from 
all other men and compels him to express or represent things he does 
not himself fully see through and whose meaning is infinite. Now 
since that absolute confluence of the two mutually fleeing activities 
is not at all further explicable, but is merely an appearance, which, 
though incomprehensible, cannot be denied, art is the sole and 
eternal revelation that exists and the miracle which, even if it had ex- 
isted only once, must have persuaded us of the absolute reality of 
that highest principle. 

Moreover, if art is brought to completion by two thoroughly differ- 
ent activities, then genius is neither the one nor the other but that 
which is above both. If we must seek in one of these two activities, 
namely conscious activity, for what is usually called art, but which is 
merely one part of art, namely, the part that is practiced with con- 
sciousness, deliberation, and reflection, which can also be taught and 
learned, received from others, and attained by one’s own practice, 
then, on the other hand, we must seek in the unconscious, which also 
enters into art, for that in art which cannot be learned, cannot be 
attained by practice or in any other way, but can only be inborn by 
the free gift of nature, and which is what we may call in one word 
the poetry in art. 

Obviously, then, it would be utterly futile to ask which of the two 
constituents is prior to the other; for in fact either without the other 
has no value and only the two in conjunction can bring forth the high- 
est. For though that which cannot be achieved by practice but is na- 
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tive with us is generally considered the nobler of the two, the gods 
have so firmly tied the exercise of that original power to painstaking 
human effort, to industry and deliberation, that without art, poetry, 
even where it is innate, produces only products that appear lifeless, i 
which no human understanding can take delight, and which repel all 
judgment and even intuition by the completely blind force at work 
in them. On the contrary, it is rather to be expected that art might be 
able to accomplish something without poetry than poetry without art, 
partly because a person can hardly be by nature devoid of poetry, 
while many have no art, and partly because persistent study of the 
ideas of the great masters can to some degree compensate for an origi- 
nal lack of objective power. Still, only a semblance of poetry can arise 
in this way, which is easily distinguishable by its superficiality, m con- 
trast with the inexhaustible depth which the true artist, though he 
works with the greatest presence of mind, puts into his work involun- 
tarily and which neither he nor anyone else is able to penetrate com- 
pletely. There are also many other characteristics by which such mere 
semblance of poetry is distinguishable, e.g., the great value it places on 
the merely mechanical features of art, the poverty of the form in which 
it moves itself, etc. 

It is evident also that as neither poetry nor art can produce a per- 
fected work singly each by itself, so the two existing in separation can- 
not produce such a work. Consequently, because the identity of the 
two can only be onginal, and is absolutely impossible and unattain- 
able through freedom, the complete work of art is possible only 
through genius, which for this reason is for aesthetics what the ego is 
for philosophy, namely, that which is highest, absolutely real, which 
itself never becomes objective but is the cause of everything objective. 


2. Character of the Art Product 


A) The work of art reflects for us the identity of conscious and un- 
conscious activity. But the opposition of the two is infinite, and it is 
removed without any contribution of freedom. The basic character 
of the work of art is thus an unconscious infinity [synthesis of nature 
and freedom]. The artist seems to have presented in his work, as if in- 
stinctively, apart from what he has put into it with obvious intent, an 
infinity which no finite understanding can fully unfold. To make this 
clear to ourselves merely by one example, Greek mythology—of which 
it is undeniable that it includes within itself an infinite meaning and 
symbols for all Ideas—arose among a people and in a manner both of 
which make it impossible to assume any thoroughgoing intentionality 
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in its discovery and in the harmony with which everything is unified 
into a single great whole. So it is with every true work of art: each is 
susceptible of infinite interpretation, as though there were an infinity 
of intentions within it, yet we cannot at all tell whether this infinity 
lay in the artist himself or whether it resides solely in the art-work. On 
the other hand, in a product that merely simulates the character of 
a work of art, intention and rule lie on the surface and appear so 
limited and bounded that the product is nothing other than a faithful 
impression of the conscious activity of the artist and is altogether 
merely an object for reflection, but not for intuition, which loves to 
immerse itself in what it intuits and can come to rest only in the in- 
finite. 

B) Every aesthetic production starts from the feeling of an in- 
finite contradiction. Hence also the feeling that accompanies the 
completion of the art product must be the feeling of such a satisfac- 
tion, and this feeling must in turn go over into the work of art itself. 
The outward expression of the work of art is therefore the expression 
of repose and of quiet grandeur, even where the greatest tension of 
pain or of joy is to be expressed. 

C) Every aesthetic production starts from an intrinsically infinite 
separation of both activities, which are separated in every free pro- 
duction. Since, however, both these activities are to be presented in 
the product as united, an infinite will be finitely presented by this 
product. But the infinite finitely presented is beauty. The basic char- 
acter of every work of art, which comprehends within itself both of 
the foregoing characters, is therefore beauty, and without beauty there 
is no work of art. For although there are sublime works of art as well, 
and beauty and sublimity are in a certain respect opposite (in that a 
natural scene, for instance, can be beautiful without thereby being 
sublime, and conversely), still the opposition between beauty and 
sublimity is one that occurs only in regard to the object and not in 
regard to the subject of intuition. For the difference between a beau- 
tiful and a sublime work of art rests only on the fact that where beauty 
exists the infinite contradiction is resolved in the object itself, whereas 
where sublimity exists the contradiction is not unified in the object it- 
self but is merely raised to a level at which it involuntarily removes it- 
self in the intuition, which then is as good as if it were removed from 
the object. It can also be shown easily that sublimity rests on the 
same contradiction as beauty. For whenever an object is called sub- 
lime, a magnitude is apprehended by unconscious activity which can- 
not be apprehended in conscious activity; the ego is thereby set into a 
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conflict with itself which can end only in an aesthetic intuition that 
places both activities in an unanticipated harmony. However, the in- 
tuition, which lies here not in the artist but in the intuiting subject it- 
self, is completely involuntary, because the sublime (quite unlike the 
merely marvelous, which likewise poses the imagination with a con- 
tradiction which, however, it is not worth the effort to resolve) sets all 
the powers of the mind in motion in order to resolve the contradiction 
that threatens one’s entire intellectual existence. 

Now that the characteristics of the work of art have been derived, its 
difference from all other products has also been brought to light. 

For the work of art distinguishes itself from the organic product of 
nature chiefly by the fact that a) the organic being presents still un- 
separated what aesthetic production presents after separation but 
united; b) organic production does not start out from consciousness, 
hence also not from an infinite contradiction, which is a condition of 
aesthetic production. The organic product of nature will therefore also 
not necessarily be beautiful if beauty is exclusively the resolution of 
an infinite contradiction; and if it is beautiful, then its beauty will 
seem simply accidental, because the condition of its existence can- 
not be thought of as existing in nature. From this the altogether 
unique interest in natural beauty—not insofar as it is beauty mn gen- 
eral, but insofar as it is definitely natural beauty—can be explained. 
Our view regarding the imitation of nature as the principle of art be- 
comes clear from the foregoing. For far from its being the case that a 
merely accidentally beautiful nature should give the rule to art, what 
art produces in its perfection is the principle and the norm for judging 
the beauty of nature. 

It is easy to determine what the distinction is between the aesthetic 
product and the ordinary art product. In its principle, all aesthetic 
production is absolutely free, since the artist can indeed be impelled 
to produce by a contradiction, but only by one that lies in the highest 
region of his own nature, whereas all other production is occasioned 
by a contradiction that lies outside the real producer and hence all 
such production has its end outside itself. From its independence of 
external ends there springs the sanctity and purity of art. This goes so 
far that it excludes not only affinity with everything that is merely 
sensuous enjoyment (to demand which of art is the peculiar charac- 
teristic of barbarism ), or with the useful (to demand which is possible 
only to an age that places the highest efforts of the human spirit in 
economic discoveries), but even affinity with everything that belongs 
to morality. Indeed, it leaves far below it science itself, which in 
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view of its disinterestedness borders most closely upon art, merely be- 
cause it 1s always directed to a goal beyond itself and in the end must 
itself serve as a mere means for the highest (art). 

As for the relation of art to science in particular, they are both so 
opposed in tendency that, were science ever to have accomplished its 
whole task as art always has accomplished its, both would have to con- 
verge and become one—which is the proof of completely opposite 
tendencies, For although science, in its highest function, has one and 
the same problem as art, yet this problem, because of the manner of 
its solution, is an infinite one for science. We can thus say that art 
is the model for science, and wherever art may be, there science must 
first join it. From this we can see why and to what extent there is no 
genius in the sciences, not because it would be impossible for a sci- 
entific problem to be solved in a “genial” way, but because the very 
problem whose solution can be discovered by genius is also soluble 
mechanically, Of such a sort, e.g., is the Newtonian system of gravi- 
tation, which could have been a “genial” discovery—and in its first 
discoverer, Kepler, really was—but could equally well have been a 
wholly scientific discovery, as it became through Newton. Only what 
art produces is possible solely and alone through genius, because in 
every task that art has fulfilled an infinite contradiction has been re- 
solved. What science produces can be produced by genius, but it is not 
necessarily so produced. Genius, therefore, is and remains problematic 
in science, i.e., one can always definitely say where it is not, but never 
where it is. There are only a few characteristic traits from which we 
can infer to genius in science. (That we have to infer to it already 
demonstrates a wholly unique state of affairs here.) E.g., gemius 1s 
certainly not present where a whole, such as a system, arises part by 
part and as if by composition. Conversely, genius would have to be 
presupposed wherever it is clear that the idea of the whole has pre- 
ceded the individual parts. For, since the idea of the whole cannot 
grow distinct except by unfolding itself in the individual parts, while, 
again, the individual parts are possible only through the idea of the 
whole, there appears to be a contradiction here which is possible only 
through an act of genius, ie., through an unexpected confluence of 
unconscious and conscious activity. Another reason for imputing 
genius in science would be if someone were to say and assert things 
whose meaning he could not have wholly penetrated (whether in 
view of the time in which he lived or in comparison with his other 
utterances), where he thus expressed something apparently with con- 
sciousness which, nevertheless, he could only have expressed uncon- 
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sciously. Yet that these grounds of imputation can be highly decep- 
tive can easily be demonstrated in a number of ways. 

Genius is differentiated from everything that is mere talent or skill 
by the fact that it resolves a contradiction which is absolute and re- 
solvable by nothing else. In all production, even in the most ordinary 
everyday variety, an unconscious activity works together with con- 
scious activity; but only a production whose condition was an infinite 
opposition of both activities is aesthetic and is possible only through 
genius. 


3. Corollaries 


Having derived the nature and character of the art product as fully as 
was required for the present investigation, nothing remains but to 
give an account of the relation in which the philosophy of art stands 
to the whole system of philosophy in general. 

1. Philosophy as a whole starts from, and must start from a prin- 
ciple that, as the absolute identity, is completely nonobjective. How 
then is this absolutely nonobjective principle to be evoked in con- 
sciousness and understood, which is necessary if it is the condition 
of understanding the whole of philosophy? No proof is needed of the 
impossibility of apprehending or presenting it by means of concepts. 
Nothing remains, therefore, but that it be presented in an immedi- 
ate intuition; yet this itself seems incomprehensible and, since its ob- 
ject is supposed to be something absolutely nonobjective, even self- 
contradictory. If, however, there were nevertheless such an intuition, 
which had as object that which was absolutely identical, in itself nei- 
ther subjective nor objective, and if on behalf of this intuition, which 
can only be an intellectual intuition, one were to appeal to immedi- 
ate experience, by what means could this intuition be established as 
objective, i.e., how could we establish beyond doubt that it does not 
rest on a merely subjective illusion, unless there were an objectivity 
belonging to the intuition which was universal and acknowledged by 
all men? This universally acknowledged and thoroughly undeniable 
objectivity of intellectual intuition is art itself. For aesthetic intuition 
is precisely intellectual intuition become objective. The work of art 


1 Philosophy as a whole proceeds, and must proceed, from a principle that, as the 
absolute principle, is also at the same time the simply identical. An absolutely 
simple, identical entity cannot be apprehended or communicated by description 
or, in general, by concepts. It can only be intuited. Such an intuition is the organ 
of all philosophy. But this intuition, which is not sensuous but intellectual and 
which has for its object not the objective or the subjective but the absolutely 
identical, the in-itself neither subjective nor objective, is itself merely something 
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merely reflects to me what is otherwise reflected by nothing, that ab- 
solutely identical principle which has already divided itself in the ego. 
Thus what for the philosopher divides itself already in the first act of 
consciousness, and which is otherwise inaccessible to any intuition, 
shines back to us from its products by the miracle of art. 

But not only the first principle of philosophy and the first intuition 
from which it proceeds, but also the whole mechanism that philoso- 
phy deduces and on which it itself rests, becomes objective for the first 
time through aesthetic production. 

Philosophy starts out from an infinite dichotomy of opposed activi- 
ties; but all aesthetic production rests on the same dichotomy, which 
latter is completely resolved by each artistic representation. What 
then is the marvelous faculty by which, according to the assertions of 
philosophers, an infinite opposition annuls itself in productive intui- 
tion? We have until now been unable to make this mechanism fully 
comprehensible because it is only the faculty of art that can fully dis- 
close it. This productive faculty under consideration is the same as 
that by which art also attains to the impossible, namely, to resolve 
an infinite contradiction in a finite product. It is the poetic faculty 
which, in the first potency, is original intuition, and conversely it is 
only productive intuition repeating itself in the highest potency that 
we call the poetic faculty. It is one and the same thing that is active 
in both, the sole capacity by which we are able to think and compre- 
hend even what is contradictory—the imagination. Hence also it is 
products of one and the same activity that appear to us beyond con- 
sciousness as real and on the hither side of consciousness as ideal or as 
a world of art. But precisely this fact, that under otherwise entirely 
identical conditions of origin, the genesis of one lies beyond con- 
sciousness and that of the other on this side of consciousness, consti- 
tutes the eternal and ineradicable difference between the two, 

For while the real world proceeds wholly from the same original 
Opposition as that from which the world of art must proceed (bearing 
in mind that the art world must also be thought of as a single great 
whole, and presents in all of its individual productions only the one 
infinite), nevertheless the opposition beyond consciousness is infinite 
only to the extent that an infinite is presented by the objective world 
as a whole and never by the individual object, whereas for art the op- 
position is infinite in regard to each individual object, and every single 


inward which cannot again become objective for itself: it can become objective 
only through a second intuition. This second intuition is aesthetic intuition. [Alter- 
nate version by Schelling.} 
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product of art presents infinity. For if aesthetic production proceeds 
from freedom, and if the opposition of conscious and unconscious 
activity is absolute precisely for freedom, then there exists really only 
a single absolute work of art, which can to be sure exist in entirely 
different exemplars but which yet is only one, even though it should 
not yet exist in its most original form. To this view it cannot be ob- 
jected that it would be inconsistent with the great freedom with 
which the predicate “‘work of art” is used. That which does not pre- 
sent an infinite immediately or at least in reflection is not a work of 
art. Shall we, e.g., also call poems works of art that by their nature pre- 
sent merely what is individual and subjective? Then we shall also have 
to apply the name to every epigram that records a merely momentary 
feeling or current impression. Yet the great masters who worked in 
these literary types sought to achieve objectivity only through the 
whole of their writings, and used them only as means whereby to rep- 
resent a whole infinite life and to reflect it by a many-faceted mirror. 

2. If aesthetic intuition is only intellectual intuition become ob- 
jective, then it 1s evident that art is the sole true and eternal organon 
as well as document of philosophy, which sets forth in ever fresh forms 
what philosophy cannot represent outwardly, namely, the uncon- 
scious in action and production and its original identity with the con- 
scious. For this very reason art occupies the highest place for the phi- 
losopher, since it opens to him, as it were, the holy of holies where in 
eternal and primal union, as in a single flame, there burns what is sun- 
dered in nature and history and what must eternally flee from itself in 
life and action as in thought. The view of nature which the philoso- 
pher composes artificially is, for art, original and natural. What we call 
nature is a poem that lies hidden in a mysterious and marvelous book. 
Yet if the riddle could reveal itself, we would recognize in it the 
Odyssey of the spirit which, in a strange delusion, seeking itself flees 
itself; for the land of fantasy toward which we aspire gleams through 
the world of sense only as through a half-transparent mist, only as a 
meaning does through words. When a great painting comes into be- 
ing it is as though the invisible curtain that separates the real from the 
ideal world is raised; it is merely the opening through which the char- 
acters and places of the world of fantasy, which shimmers only im- 
perfectly through the real world, fully come upon the stage. Nature is 
nothing more to the artist than it is to the philosopher; it is merely 
the ideal world appearing under unchanging limitations, or it is 
merely the imperfect reflection of a world that exists not outside but 
within him. 
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What is the derivation of this afhnity of philosophy and art, despite 
their opposition? This question is already sufficiently answered by the 
foregoing. 

We conclude therefore with the following observation. A system is 
completed when it has returned to its starting point. But this is pre- 
cisely the case with our system. For it is just that original ground of all 
harmony of the subjective and the objective which could be presented 
in its original identity only by intellectual intuition, that was fully 
brought forth from the subjective and became altogether objective by 
means of the work of art, in such a way that we have conducted our 
object, the ego itself, gradually to the point at which we ourselves 
stood when we began to philosophize. 

But now, if it is art alone that can succeed in making objective 
with universal validity what the philosopher can only represent sub- 
jectively, then it is to be expected (to draw this further inference) 
that as philosophy, and with it all the sciences that were brought to 
perfection by it, was born from and nurtured by poetry in the child- 
hood of science, so now after their completion they will return as just 
so many individual streams to the universal ocean of poetry from 
which they started out. On the whole it is not difficult to say 
what will be the intermediate stage in the return of science to poetry, 
since one such intermediate stage existed in mythology before this 
seemingly irresolvable breach occurred. But how a new mythology 
(which cannot be the invention of an individual poet but only of a 
new generation that represents things as if it were a single poet) can 
itself arise, is a problem for whose solution we must look to the future 
destiny of the world and the further course of history alone. 


General Observation on the Whole System 


If the reader who has followed our progress attentively up to this 
point once more contemplates the organization of the whole, he 
will doubtless make the following observations. 

The entire system falls between two extremes, of which one is char- 
acterized by intellectual and the other by aesthetic intuition. What 
intellectual intuition is for the philosdpher, aesthetic intuition is for 
his object. The former, since it is necessary merely for the particular 
orientation of mind adopted in philosophizing, does not at all occur 
in ordinary consciousness. The latter, since it is nothing but intellec- 
tual intuition become objective or universally valid, can at least oc- 
cur in every consciousness. But this also makes it possible to see that 
and why philosophy as philosophy can never be universally valid. 
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Absolute objectivity is given to art alone. If art is deprived of ob- 
jectivity, one may say, it ceases to be what it is and becomes philoso- 
phy; give objectivity to philosophy, it ceases to be philosophy and be- 
comes art. Philosophy, to be sure, reaches the highest level, but it 
brings only, as it were, a fragment of man to this point. Art brings the 
whole man, as he is, to that point, namely to a knowledge of the 
highest of all, and on this rests the eternal difference and the miracle 
of art. 

Furthermore, the whole continuity of transcendental philosophy 
rests merely on a continuous potentiation of self-intuition, from the 
first, simplest stage in self-consciousness to the highest stage, the 
aesthetic. 

The following are the potencies that the object of philosophy tra- 
verses so as to produce the total structure of self-consciousness. 

The act of self-consciousness in which at the beginning the abso- 
lutely identical principle divides itself is nothing but an act of 
self-intuition in general. Consequently, nothing definite can yet be 
posited by this act in the ego, since it is only through it that all defin- 
iteness in general is posited. In this first act the identity first becomes 
subject and object simultaneously, i.e., it becomes in general ego—not 
for itself but for philosophizing reflection. 

(What the identity is abstracted from and, as it were, before this act, 
cannot at all be asked. For it is that which can reveal itself only 
through self-consciousness and can in no way separate itself from this 
act.) 

The second self-intuition is that by which the ego intuits the defi- 
niteness posited in the objective aspect of its activity, which occurs 
in sensation. In this intuition the ego is an object for itself, whereas 
in the preceding one it was object and subject only for the philosopher. 

In the third self-intuition the ego becomes an object for itself also 
as sensing, i.e., the previously subjective phase in the ego is transposed 
into an objective phase. Everything in the ego, consequently, is now 
objective, or the ego is wholly objective and as objective it is simul- 
taneously subject and object. 

From this moment of consciousness nothing will therefore be able 
to remain behind except what exists, in accordance with the con- 
sciousness that has already arisen, as the absolutely-objective (the 
external world). In this intuition, which is already potentiated and for 
that very reason productive, there is contained in addition to the 
objective and subjective activities which are both objective here, still a 
third, a genuinely intuiting or ideal activity, the very same as later 
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comes to view as conscious activity. But since it is merely the third of 
the other two, it cannot separate itself from them nor be set in 
opposition to them. Thus there is a conscious activity already com- 
puised in this intuition, or the unconscious objective element is de- 
termined by a conscious activity, except that the latter is not differenti- 
ated as such. 

The following intuition will be that by which the ego intuits itself 
as productive. However, since the ego is now merely objective, this 
intuition will also be merely objective, i.e., once again unconscious. 
There is indeed in this intuition an ideal activity which has as its ob- 
ject the intuiting, virtually ideal activity comprised within the preced- 
ing intuition; the intuiting activity here is thus an ideal one to the 
second power, i.¢e., a purposive activity which is, however, uncon- 
sciously purposive. What remains behind of this intuition in conscious- 
ness will thus indeed appear as purposive, but not as a purposively 
produced product. Such a result is organization throughout its entire 
range. 

By the way of these four stages the ego is completed as intelligence. 
It is apparent that up to this point nature keeps pace with the ego, 
and hence that nature doubtless lacks only the final feature, whereby 
all the intuitions attain for it the same significance they have for the 
ego. But what this final feature may be will become evident from what 
follows. 

If the ego were to continue to be merely objective, self-intuition 
could potentiate itself on and on to infinity; in this way the series of 
products in nature would merely be increased, but consciousness 
would never arise. Consciousness is possible only in so far as the 
merely objective element in the ego becomes objective for the ego it- 
self. But the ground of this cannot lie in the ego itself. For the ego is 
absolutely identical with that merely objective phase. The ground, 
therefore, can only lie outside the ego, which is gradually narrowed, 
by progressive delimitation, to intelligence and even to individuality. 
Outside the individual, however, i.e., independent of it, there is only 
intelligence itself. But intelligence itself must (according to the de- 
duced mechanism) limit itself, where it is, to individuality. The 
ground sought outside the individual can therefore lie only in an- 
other individual. 

That which is absolutely objective can become an object for the ego 
itself only by means of the influence of another rational being. But 
the design of such an influence must already have Jain in this latter 
being. Thus freedom is always already presupposed in nature (nature 


SCHELLING / 377 


does not generate it), and where it is not already present as a first 
principle it can never arise. Here, therefore, it becomes evident that 
although nature is completely equal to intelligence up to this point 
and runs through the same potencies as intelligence, nevertheless 
freedom, if it exists (that it exists, however, cannot be proved theo- 
retically ), must be superior to nature (natura prior). 

Hence a new sequence of actions, which are not possible by means 
of nature but leave it behind, begins at this point. 

The absolutely-objective element or the lawfulness of intuition be- 
comes an object for the ego itself. But intuition becomes an object 
for the intuiting agent only by means of will. The objective element 
in will is intuition itself, or the pure lawfulness of nature; the subjec- 
tive element is an ideal activity directed upon that lawfulness in itself; 
the act in which this happens is the absolute act of will. 

For the ego the absolute act of will itself becomes once more an 
object in that, for the ego, the objective element in will, directed to- 
ward something external, becomes object in the form of natural im- 
pulse, while the subjective element, directed toward lawfulness in 
itself, becomes object in the form of absolute will, i.e., categorical 
imperative. But this, again, is not possible without an activity superior 
to both. This activity is free choice or free will, or consciously free ac- 
tivity. 

Now if this consciously free activity (which is opposed to the ob- 
jective activity present in action, although it has to become one with it 
immediately) is intuited in its original identity with the objective ac- 
tivity (which is absolutely impossible by means of freedom) then 
there arises thereby the highest potency of self-intuition. Since this it- 
self already lies above and beyond the conditions of consciousness 
and rather is itself consciousness self-creative from the beginning, it 
must appear to be simply accidental wherever it is; and this simply 
accidental feature in the highest potency of self-intuition is what 1s 
signified by the idea of genius. 

These are the moments in the history of self-consciousness, invaria- 
ble and fixed for all knowledge, which are expressed in experience by 
a continuous sequence of levels that can be exhibited and pursued 
from simple matter to organization (by which unconsciously pro- 
ductive nature returns into itself) and from that point through reason 
and free choice up to the highest union of freedom and necessity in 
art (by which nature, become consciously productive, closes and con- 
summates itself in itself. ) 
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Georg Wilhelm Friedrich 
HEGEL 


Hegel thought of himself as completing the movement, initiated 
by modern philosophy, which viewed reality as spirit or mind. 
Schelling, the last representative of this movement, had tnter- 
preted reason (in his transcendental idealism) as a form of intel- 
lectual intuition whose ultimate object is art. Hegel, on the con- 
trary, considered art one of the ultimate forms, but not the last 
form of mind. Rather, for Hegel, philosophy is the final, and art 
but one previous step toward truth. 

In the Phenomenology of Mind Hegel points out that the 
true is not merely substance but also subject, a living and self- 
developing identity, that this truth is the whole whose essence 
completes itself through its own development. The true can 
therefore be considered actual only as it is a self-determining 
spiritual whole whose fundamental character is self-knowledge, 
or self-consciousness. The highest level of the evolution of the 
spirit or mind, Hegel called ‘‘the Absolute.” At the lower stage, 
which Hegel called ‘objective mind’’—the stage of law, morality, 
the state, and world history—Spirit has realized itself in actu- 
ality, and now in the stage of Absolute Mind, its task becomes 
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that of knowing itself in its own essence. In this self-knowledge 
it becomes for itself its own Being. Yet this summit of self- 
reinstating identity is joined with the historical actuality in a 
curious way, for Absolute Spirit is essentially religion. But it 1s 
religion in an inclusive sense that comprehends three forms: art, 
religion proper, and philosophy. While Spirit rises above histort- 
cal actuality in realizing itself in these ultimate stages of its self- 
knowledge, the process of self-realization is historical, t.e., occurs 
in time. Thus the highest stages of Spirit unify the eternal and 
the historical. | 

Absolute mind, Hegel maintained, is the stage of self-conscious 
freedom in which Mind is reconciled with its opposite. This is 
truth; and how Hegel compared it with truth in the more usual 
sense is evident in this passage: 


Truth is at first taken to mean that I know how something is. 
This is truth, however, only in reference to consciousness; it is 
formal truth, bare correctness. Truth in the deeper sense consists 
in the identity between objectivity and the notion. It is in this 
deeper sense of truth that we speak of a true state, or of a true 
work of art. These objects are true, if they are as they ought to 
be, i.e., if their reality corresponds to their notion. When thus 
viewed, to be untrue means much the same as to be bad. A bad 
man is an untrue man, a man who does not behave as his notion 
or his vocation requires. Nothing however can subsist, if it be 
wholly devoid of identity between the notion and reality. Even 
bad and untrue things have being, insofar as their reality still, 
somehow, conforms to their notion. Whatever is thoroughly bad 
or contrary to the notion, is for that very reason on the way to 
ruin. It is by the notion alone that the things in the world have 
their subsistence; or, as it is expressed in the language of religious 
conception, things are what they are, only in virtue of the divine 
and thereby creative thought which dwells within them. 
(“Logic” from the Encyclopedia, 1817) 


Hegel’s own name for truth is the Idea, which he defines as 
follows: ‘‘The Idea is truth in itself and for itself—the absolute 
unity of the notion and objectivity. . . . The Idea is the truth; 
for truth is the correspondence of objectivity with the notion: 
——not of course the correspondence of external things with my 
conceptions,—for these are only correct conceptions, held by 
me, the individual person.” (Ibid.) The Absolute Idea, or the 
Idea in its absolute form, is what we have spoken of above as 
Mind or Spirit, and Mind or Spirit in its absolute form begins 
at the stage of art. 
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Art aims essentially at beauty, which is one way in which 
truth is expressed. Hence Hegel defines beauty as “the sensuous 
appearance or show” of the Idea. The Idea, Hegel points out, ts 
true in itself as Idea and not true merely in its sensuous, outer 
existence. But at the same time the Idea is beautiful insofar as 
truth becomes immediately accessible to consciousness in out- 
ward form, so that the concept or idea is unified with its outer 
appearance. It is in this sense that beauty is the sensuous appear- 
ance of the Idea, or the show of the Absolute Concept. The 
concept which shows itself for itself is art. 

Hegel’s Lectures on Aesthetics, gathered and organized after 
his death, constitutes one of the richest books in the Western 
literary tradition. It is also, unfortunately, one of the most 
neglected, for its very bulk and systematic exposition have pre- 
vented many people from knowing its comprehensiveness and 
sampling the wealth of concrete historical material contained in 
it. Indeed, much of what is still vital in the historical and sty- 
listic inquiry into art can be traced to this book. While Hegel 
may do violence to the history of art through his formal, sche- 
matic a priori structuring of his subject, the great sensitivity of 
his interpretations, the profound attempt to realize a “science of 
art” led him to write a history and metaphysics of beauty. The 
story is one of a vital process, for the Idea evolves into the par- 
ticular forms of artistic beauty, classified as “‘symbolic,” “classic,” 
and “romantic,” by Hegel; and within each one and through all 
taken together he is able to discern a system of the individual 
arts, i.c., architecture, sculpture, painting, music, and poetry. 

Each of the particular forms of art derives its significance from 
the fact that in beauty, because it is the sensuous appearance 
of the Idea of the Absolute, there must occur a conformity be- 
tween the ideal content and the sensuous, imaginative config- 
uration. Hence the value and meaning of the arts depends on 
understanding the position of each in the unfolding of the Idea 
toward complete self-consciousness. Each of the individual arts 
is specifically suited to the expression of one of the art stages 
(symbolic, classic, romantic) though it is theoretically capable 
of expressing all three. In symbolic art the ideal content 1s 
less than sensuous imaginative material can express. It is too 
abstract and immediate to determine for itself a thoroughly 
individual sensuous form. The characteristic symbolic art is 
architecture, especially that architecture in which the object 
symbolically manifests the ideal content in its outward form. 
Hegel cites as an example Egyptian architecture—the pyramids, 
which he speaks of as “enormous crystals which secrete an In- 
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ward within them; and they so enclose an external form which is 
the product of art that we are made aware they stand there for 
this very Inward in its separation from the mere actuality of 
nature, and that their entire significance depends on that re- 
lation.” 

In Classical art the ideal content reaches the highest level 
that sensuous imaginative material can concretely express. Hence 
the Idea is completely at home in the sensuous realm only in 
the form of classical art. In this sense classic art represents the 
perfection of artistic beauty. Here the Idea is developed exactly 
to the degree which is most suitable for sensuous presentation. 
The essential classic art is that of sculpture, and Hegel thinks 
of sculpture, as the Greeks did, as concerned with the human 
form. Only the human form can reveal Spirit in sensuous fash- 
ion, an assertion that goes back to Kant, who maintained that 
only man is capable of an ideal of beauty, and to Winckelmann, 
who saw in Greek sculpture the perfection of beauty. But Hegel 
maintained further that Greek religion realized a concept of the 
divine which harmonized the ethical and the natural. Hence 
the Greek gods, the subject of Greek sculpture, are the perfect 
expression of a religion of art itself. 

In Romantic art, finally, the ideal content is so evolved that 
it contains more than any sensuous imaginative material can 
expressly embody. Here too then, but in a manner converse to 
that of symbolic art, the Idea becomes somewhat alien to the 
sensuous, but now on a higher level. Romantic art is the art of 
subjectivity; its content is the Absolute that knows itself in its 
own infinite spirituality. This Hegel identifies with the God of 
Christianity. Romantic art takes three forms, each progressively 
more spiritualized: painting, whose medium is already idealized 
by the fact that it represents three-dimensional space in two 
dimensions; music, whose medium is constantly fleeting, and 
highly expressive of inward light; and finally poetry, whose me- 
dium of language is the most spiritual of all, the universal art 
which includes within itself the totality of art. 
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF FINE ART 


Introduction 


I 


The present inquiry has for its subject-matter Aesthetic. It is a subject 
co-extensive with the entire realm of the beautiful; more specifically 
described, its province is that of Art, or rather, we should say, of Fine 
Art. 

For a subject-matter such as this the term “Aesthetic” is no doubt 
not entirely appropriate, for “Aesthetic” denotes more accurately the 
science of the senses or emotion. It came by its origins as a science, Or 
rather as something that to start with purported to be a branch of 
philosophy, during the period of the school of Wolff, in other words 
when works of art were generally regarded in Germany with reference 
to the feelings they were calculated to evoke, as, for example, the feel- 
ings of pleasure, admiration, fear, pity, and so forth. It is owing to the 
unsuitability or, more strictly speaking, the superficiality of this term 
that the attempt has been made by some to apply the name “Callistic” 
to this science. Yet this also is clearly insufficient inasmuch as the 
science here referred to does not investigate beauty in its general 
signification, but the beauty of art pure and simple. For this reason 
we shall accommodate ourselves to the term Aesthetic, all the more 
so as the mere question of nomenclature is for ourselves a matter of 
indifference. It has as such been provisionally accepted in ordinary 
speech, and we cannot do better than retain it. The term, however, 
which fully expresses our science is “Philosophy of Art,” and, with still 
more precision, “Philosophy of Fine Art.” 

(a) In virtue of this expression we at once exclude the beauty of 
Nature from the scientific exposition of Fine Art. Such a limitation 
of our subject may very well appear from a certain point of view as an 
arbitrary boundary line, similar to that which every science is entitled 
to fix in the demarcation of its subject-matter. We must not, however, 
understand the limitation of “Aesthetic” to the beauty of art in this 
sense. We are accustomed, no doubt, in ordinary life to speak of a 
beautiful colour, a beautiful heaven, a beautiful stream, to say nothing 
of beautiful flowers, animals, and, above all, of beautiful human be- 
ings. Without entering now into the disputed question how far the 
quality of beauty can justly be predicated of such objects, and conse- 
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quently the beauty of Nature comes generally into competition with 
that of art, we are justified in maintaining categorically that the 
beauty of art stands higher than Nature. For the beauty of art is a 
beauty begotten, a new birth of mind; and to the extent that Spint 
and its creations stand higher than Nature and its phenomena, to that 
extent the beauty of art is more exalted than the beauty of Nature. 
Indeed, if we regard the matter in its formal aspect, that is to say, 
according to the way it is there, any chance fancy that passes through 
any one’s head, is of higher rank than any product of Nature. For in 
every case intellectual conception and freedom are inseparable from 
such a conceit. In respect to content the sun appears to us an abso- 
lutely necessary constituent of actual fact, while the perverse fancy 
passes away as something accidental and evanescent. None the less in 
its own independent being a natural existence such as the sun pos- 
sesses no power of self-differentiation; it is neither essentially free nor 
self-aware; and, if we regard it in its necessary cohesion with other 
things, we do not regard it independently for its own sake, and conse- 
quently not as beautiful. 

Merely to maintain, in a general way, that mind and the beauty of 
art which originates therefrom stand higher than the beauty of Nature 
is no doubt to establish next to nothing. The expression higher is ob- 
viously entirely indefinite; it still indicates the beauty of Nature and 
art as standing juxtaposed in the field of conception, and emphasizes 
the difference as a quantitative and accordingly external difference. 
But in predicating of mind and its artistic beauty a higher place in 
contrast to Nature, we do not denote a distinction which is merely 
relative. Mind, and mind alone, is pervious to truth, comprehending 
all in itself, so that all which is beautiful can only be veritably beauti- 
ful as partaking in this higher sphere and as begotten of the same. Re- 
garded under this point of view it is only a reflection of the beauty 
appertinent to mind, that is, we have it under an imperfect and in- 
complete mode, and one whose substantive being is already contained 
in the mind itself. 

And apart from this we shall find the restriction to the beauty of art 
only natural, for in so far as the beauties of Nature may have come 
under discussion—a rarer occurrence among ancient writers than 
among ourselves—yet at least it has occurred to no one to insist em- 
phatically on the beauty of natural objects to the extent of proposing a 
science, or systematic exposition of such beauties. It is true that the 
point of view of utility has been selected for such exclusive treatment. 
We have, for example, the conception of a science of natural objects 
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in so far as they are useful in the conflict with diseases, in other words 
a description of minerals, chemical products, plants, animals, which 
subserve the art of healing. We do not find any analogous exploitation 
and consideration of the realm of Nature in its aspect of beauty. In the 
case of natural beauty we are too keenly conscious that we are deal- 
ing with an indefinite subject-matter destitute of any real criterion. 
It is for this reason that such an effort of comparison would carry 
with it too little interest to justify the attempt. 

These preliminary observations over beauty in Nature and art, over 
the relation of both, and the exclusion of the first-mentioned from the 
province of our real subject-matter are intended to disabuse us of the 
notion that the limitation of our science is simply a question of 
capricious selection. We have, however, not reached the point where a 
demonstration of this fact is feasible for the reason that such an in- 
vestigation falls within the limits of our science itself, and it is there- 
fore only at a later stage that we can either discuss or prove the same. 

Assuming, however, that we have, by way of prelude, limited our 
inquiry to the beauty of art, we are-merely by this first step involved 
in fresh difficulties. 

(b) What must first of all occur to us is the question whether 
Fine Art in itself is truly susceptible to a scientific treatment. It is a 
simple fact that beauty and art pervade all the affairs of life like some 
friendly genius, and embellish with their cheer all our surroundings, 
mental no less than material. ‘They alleviate the strenuousness of such 
relations, the varied changes of actual life; they banish the tedium of 
our existence with their entertainment; and where nothing really 
worth having ts actually achieved it is at least an advantage that they 
occupy the place of actual vice. Yet while art prevails on all sides with 
its pleasing shapes, from the crude decorations of savage tnbes up to 
the splendours of the sacred shrine adorned with every conceivable 
beauty of design, none the less such shapes themselves appear to fall 
outside the real purposes of life, and even where the imaginative work 
of art is not impervious to such serious objects, nay, rather at times 
even appear to assist them, to the extent at least of removing what 1s 
evil to a distance, yet for all that art essentially belongs to the relaxa- 
tion and recreation of spiritual life, whereas its substantive interests 
rather make a call upon its strained energy. On such grounds an at- 
tempt to treat that which on its own account is not of a serious char- 
acter with all the gravity of scientific exposition may very possibly 
appear to be unsuitable and pedantic. In any case from such a point 
of view art appears a superfiluity if contrasted with the essential needs 
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and interests of life, even assuming that the softening of the soul 
which a preoccupation with the beauty of objects is capable of pro- 
ducing, does not actually prove injurious in its effeminate influence 
upon the serious quality of those practical interests. Owing to this 
fundamental assumption that they are a luxury it has often appeared 
necessary to undertake the defence of the fine arts relatively to the 
necessities of practical life, and in particular relatively to morality and 
piety; and inasmuch as this harmlessness is incapable of demonstra- 
tion, the idea has been at least to make it appear credible, that this 
luxury of human experience contributes a larger proportion of ad- 
vantages than disadvantages. In this respect serious aims have been 
attributed to art, and in many quarters it has been commended as a 
mediator between reason and sensuous associations, between private 
inclinations and duty, personified in short as a reconciler of these 
forces in the strenuous conflict and opposition which this antagonism 
generates. But it is just conceivable that, even assuming the presence 
of such aims with all their indubitably greater seriousness, neither 
reason nor duty come by much profit from such mediation, for the 
simple reason that they are incapable by their very nature of any such 
interfusion or compromise, demanding throughout the same purity 
which they intrinsically possess. And we might add that art does not 
become in any respect more worthy thereby of scientific discussion, 
inasmuch as it remains still on two sides a menial, that is, subservient 
to idleness and frivolity, if also to objects of more elevated character. 
In such service, moreover, it can at most merely appear as a means 
instead of being an object for its own sake. And, in conclusion, assum- 
ing that art is a means, it still invariably labours under the formal de- 
fect, that so far as it in fact is subservient to more serious objects, and 
produces results of like nature, the means which actually brings this 
about is deception. For beauty is made vital in the appearance. Now 
it can hardly be denied that aims which are true and serious ought not 
to be achieved by deception; and though such an effect is here and 
there secured by this means, such ought only to be the case in a re- 
stricted degree; and even in the exceptional case we are not justified 
in regarding deception as the right means. For the means ought to 
correspond with the dignity of the aim. Neither semblance nor decep- 
tion, but only what is itself real and true, possesses a title to create 
what is real and true. Just in the same way science has to investigate 
the true interests of the mind in accordance with the actual process 
of the real world and the manner of conceiving it as we actually find 
it. 
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We may possibly conclude from the above grounds that the art of 
beauty is unworthy of philosophical examination. It is after all, it may 
be said, only a pleasant pastime, and, though we may admit more 
serious aims are also in its purview, nevertheless it is essentially op- 
posed to such aims in their seriousness. It is at the most merely the 
servant of specific amusements no less than the exceptional serious 
objects, and for the medium of its existence as also for the means of 
its operations can merely avail itself of deception and show. 

But yet further in the second place, it is a still more plausible con- 
tention that even supposing fine art to be compatible generally with 
philosophical disquisition, none the less it would form no really ade- 
quate subject-matter for scientific enquiry in the strict sense. For the 
beauty of art is presented to sense, feeling, perception, and imagina- 
tion: its field is not that of thought, and the comprehension of its 
activity and its creations demands another faculty than that of the 
scientific intelligence. Furthermore, what we enjoy in artistic beauty is 
just the freedom of its creative and plastic activity. In the production 
and contemplation of these we appear to escape the principle of rule 
and system. In the creations of art we seek for an atmosphere of re- 
pose and animation as some counterpoise to the austerity of the realm 
of law and the sombre self-concentration of thought; we seek for 
blithe and powerful reality in exchange for the shadow-world of the 
Idea. And, last of all, the free activity of the imagination is the source 
of the fair works of art, which in this world of the mind are even more 
free than Nature is herself. Not only has art at its service the entire 
wealth of natural form in all their superabundant variety, but the 
creative imagination is able inexhaustibly to extend the realm of form 
by its own productions and modifications. In the presence of such an 
immeasurable depth of inspired creation and its free products, it may 
not unreasonably be supposed that thought will lose the courage to 
apprehend such in their apparent range, to pronounce its verdict 
thereon, and to appropriate such beneath its universal formulae. 

Science, on the other hand, everyone must admit, is formally bound 
to occupy itself with thinking which abstracts from the mass of partic- 
ulars: and for this very reason, from one point of view, the imagina- 
tion and its contingency and caprice, in other words the organ of 
artistic activity and enjoyment, is excluded from it. On the other hand, 
when art gives joyous animation to just this gloomy and arid dryness 
of the notion, bringing its abstractions and divisions into reconcilia- 
tion with concrete fact, supplementing with its detail what is wanting 
to the notion in this respect, even in that case a purely contemplative 
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reflection simply removes once more al] that has been added, does 
away with it, conducting the notion once again to that simplicity de- 
nuded of positive reality which belongs to it and its shadowland of 
abstraction, It is also a possible contention that science in respect to 
content is concerned with what is essentially necessary. If our science 
of Aesthetic places on one side natural beauty, not merely have we 
apparently made no advance, but rather separated ourselves yet 
further from what is necessary. The expression Nature implies from 
the first the ideas of necessity and uniformity, that is to say a constitu- 
tion which gives every expectation of its proximity and adaptability 
to scientific inquiry. In mental operations generally, and most of all 
in the imagination, if contrasted in this respect with Nature, caprice 
and superiority to every kind of formal restriction, caprice, it is here 
assumed, is uniquely in its right place, and these at once put out of 
court the basis of a scientific inquiry. 

From each and all these points of view consequently, in its origin, 
that is to say, in its effect and in its range, fine art, so far from proving 
itself fitted for scientific effort, rather appears fundamentally to resist 
the regulative principle of thought, and to be ill-adapted for exact 
scientific discussion. 

Difficulties of this kind, and others like them, which have been 
raised in respect to a thoroughly scientific treatment of fine art have 
been borrowed from current ideas, points of view, and reflection, the 
more systematic expansion of which we may read ad nauseam in 
previous literature, in particular French literature, upon the subject of 
beauty and the fine arts. Such contain to some extent facts which have 
their justification; in fact, elaborate arguments are deduced therefrom, 
which also are not without their tincture of apparent plausibility. In 
this way, for instance, there is the fact that the configuration of beauty 
is as multifold as the phenomenon of beauty is of universal extension: 
from which we may conclude, if we care to do so, that a universal 
impulse towards beauty is enclosed in our common nature, and may 
yet further conceivably infer, that because the conceptions of beauty 
are so countless in their variety and withal are obviously something 
particular, it is impossible to secure laws of universal validity either 
relatively to beauty or our taste for it. 

Before turning away from such theories to the subject, as we our- 
selves conceive it, it will be a necessary and preliminary task to discuss 
the questions and objections raised above. 

First, as to the worthiness of art to form the object of scientific in- 
quiry, it is no doubt the case that art can be utilized as a mere pas- 
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time in the service of pleasure and entertainment, either in the em- 
bellishment of our surroundings, the imprinting of a delight-giving 
surface to the external conditions of life, or the emphasis placed by 
decoration on other objects. In these respects it is unquestionably no 
independent or free art, but an art subservient to certain objects. 
The kind of art, however, which we ourselves propose to examine is 
one which is free in its aim and its means. That art in general can 
serve other objects, and even be merely a pastime, is a relation which 
it possesses in common with thought itself. From one point of view 
thought likewise, as science subservient to other ends, can be used in 
just the-same way for finite purposes and means as they chance to 
crop up, and as such serviceable faculty of science is not self-deter- 
mined, but determined by something alien to it. But, further, as 
distinct from such subservience to particular objects, science is raised 
of its own essential resources in free independence to truth, and ex- 
clusively united with its own aims in discovering the true fulfilment in 
that truth. 

Fine art is not art in the true sense of the term until it is also thus 
free, and its highest function is only then satisfied when it has es- 
tablished itself in a sphere which it shares with religion and philoso- 
phy, becoming thereby merely one mode and form through which the 
Divine, the profoundest interests of mankind, and spiritual truths of 
widest range, are brought home to consciousness and expressed. It is 
in works of art that nations have deposited the richest intuitions and 
ideas they possess; and not infrequently fine art supplies a kev of 
interpretation to the wisdom and religion of peoples; in the case of 
many it is the only one. This is an attribute which art shares in com- 
mon with religion and philosophy, the peculiar distinction in the case 
of art being that its presentation of the most exalted subject-matter is 
in sensuous form, thereby bringing them nearer to Nature and her 
mode of envisagement, that is closer to our sensitive and emotional 
life. The world, into the profundity of which thought penetrates, is a 
supersensuous one, a world which to start with is posited as a Beyond 
in contrast to the immediacy of ordinary conscious life and present 
sensation. It is the freedom of reflecting consciousness which disen- 
gages itself from this immersion in the “this side,’ or immediacy, in 
other words sensuous reality and finitude. But the mind is able, too, 
to heal the fracture which is thus created in its progression. From the 
wealth of its own resources it brings into being the works of fine art as 
the primary bond of mediation between that which is exclusively ex- 
ternal, sensuous and transitory, and the medium of pure thought, be- 
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tween Nature and its finite reality, and the infinite freedom of a 
reason which comprehends. Now it was objected that the element of 
art was, if we view it as a whole, of an unworthy character, imas- 
much as it consisted of appearance and deceptions inseparable from 
such. Such a contention would of course be justifiable, if we were 
entitled to assume that appearance had no locus standi at all. An ap- 
pearance or show is, however, essential to actuality. There could be 
no such thing as truth if it did not appear, or, rather, let itself appear, 
were it not further true for some one thing or person, for itself as 
also for spirit. Consequently it cannot be appearance in general 
against which such an objection can be raised, but the particular mode 
of its manifestation under which art makes actual what is essentially 
real and true. If, then, the appearance, in the medium of which art 
gives determinate existence to its creations, be defined as deception, 
such an objection is in the first instance intelligible if we compare it 
with the external world of a phenomena, and its immediate relation 
to ourselves as material substance, or view it relatively to our own 
world of emotions, that is our inward sensuous life. Both these are 
worlds to which in our everyday life, the life, that is, of visible expe- 
rience, we are accustomed to attach the worth and name of reality, 
actuality and truth as contrasted with that of art, which fails to possess 
such reality as we suppose. Now it is just this entire sphere of the 
empirical world, whether on its personal side or its objective side, 
which we ought rather to call in a stricter sense than when we apply 
the term to the world of art, merely a show or appearance, and an 
even more unyielding form of deception. It is only beyond the i1m- 
mediacy of emotional life and that world of external objects that we 
shall discover reality in any true sense of the term. Nothing is actually 
teal but that which is actual in its own independent right and sub- 
stance, that which is at once of the substance of Nature and of mind, 
which, while it is actually here in present and determinate existence, 
yet retains under such limitation an essential and self-concentred be- 
ing, and only in virtue of such is truly real. The predominance of 
these universal powers is precisely that which art accentuates and 
manifests. In the external and soul-world of ordinary experience we 
have also no doubt this essence of actuality, but in the chaotic con- 
geries of particular detail, encumbered by the immediacy of sensuous 
envisagement, and every kind of caprice of condition, event, character, 
and so forth. Now it is just the show and deception of this false and 
evanescent world which art disengages from the veritable significance 
of phenomena to which we have referred, implanting in the same a 
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reality of more exalted rank born of mind. The phenomena of art 
therefore are not merely not appearance and nothing more; we are 
justified in ascribing to them, as contrasted with the realities of our 
ordinary life, an actually higher reality and more veritable existence. 
To as little extent are the representations of art a deceptive appearance 
as compared with the assumed truer delineations of historical writing. 
For immediate existence also does not belong to historical wniting. It 
only possesses the intellectual appearance of the same as the medium 
of its delineations, and its content remains charged with the entire 
contingent materia of ordinary reality and its events, developments 
and personalities, whereas the work of art brings us face to face with 
the eternal powers paramount in history with this incidental associa- 
tion of the immediate sensuous present and its unstable appearance 
expunged. 

If, however, it is in contrast with philosophic thought and religious 
and ethical principles, that the mode of appearance of the shapes of 
art, is described as a deception, there is certainly this in support of the 
view that the mode of revelation attained by a content in the realm 
of thought is the truest reality. In comparison, nevertheless, with the 
appearance of immediate sensuous existence and that of historical 
narration, the show of art possesses the advantage that, in its own vit- 
tue, it points beyond itself, directing us to a somewhat spiritual, which 
it seeks to envisage to the conceptive mind. Immediate appearance, 
on the contrary, does not give itself out to be thus illusive, but rather 
to be the true and real, though as a matter of fact such truth is con- 
taminated and obstructed by the immediately sensuous medium. The 
hard rind of Nature and the everyday world offer more difficulty to 
the mind in breaking through to the Idea than do the products of art. 

But if from this particular point of view we place art thus highly, we 
must not, on the other hand, fail to remember that neither in respect 
to content or form is art either the highest or most absolute mode 
of bringing the true interests of our spiritual life to consciousness. The 
very form of art itself is sufficient to limit it to a definite content. It 
is only a particular sphere and grade of truth which is capable of being 
reproduced in the form of a work of art. Such truth must have the 
power in its own determinate character to go out freely into sensuous 
shape and remain adequate to itself thereim, if it is to be the genuine 
content of art, as is the case, for example, with the gods of Greece. 
On the other hand there is a profounder grasp of truth, in which the 
form is no longer on such easy and friendly terms with the sensuous 
material as to be adequately accepted and expressed by that medium. 
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Of such a type is the Christian conception of truth; and above all it 1s 
the prevailing spirit of our modern world, or, more strictly, of our re- 
ligion and our intellectual culture, which have passed beyond the 
point at which art is the highest mode under which the absolute ts 
brought home to human consciousness. The type peculiar to art- 
production and its products fails any longer to satisfy man’s highest 
need. We ate beyond the stage of reverence for works of art as divine 
and objects deserving our worship. The impression they produce is 
one of a more reflective kind, and the emotions which they arouse 
require a higher test and a further verification. Thought and reflection 
have taken their flight above fine art. To those who are fond of com- 
plaint and grumbling such a condition of things may be held as a 
form of decadence; it may be ascribed to the obsession of passion and 
selfish interests, which scare away the seriousness of art no less than its 
blithesomeness. Or we may find the fault to lie in the exigencies of the 
present day, the complex conditions of social and political life, which 
prevent the soul, entangled as it is in microscopic interests, from se- 
curing its freedom in the nobler objects of art, a condition, too, in 
which the intelligence itself becomes a menial to such trifling wants 
and the interests they excite in sciences, which subserve objects of a 
like nature, and are seduced into the voluntary exile of such a wilder- 
ness. 

But however we may explain the fact it certainly is the case that 
Art is no longer able to discover that satisfaction of spiritual wants, 
which previous epochs and nations have sought for in it and exclu- 
sively found in it, a satisfaction which, at least on the religious side, 
was associated with art in the most intimate way. The fair days of 
Greek art, as also the golden time of the later middle ages, are over. 
The reflective culture of our life of to-day makes it inevitable, both 
relatively to our volitional power and our judgment, that we adhere 
strictly to general points of view, and regulate particular matters m 
consonance with them, so that universal forms, laws, duties, rights, 
and maxims hold valid as the determining basis of our life and the 
force within of main importance. What is demanded for artistic in- 
terest as also for artistic creation is, speaking in general terms, a vital 
energy, in which the universal is not present as law and maxim, but is 
operative in union with the soul and emotions, just as also, in the 
imagination, what is universal and rational is enclosed only as brought 
into unity with a concrete sensuous phenomenon. For this reason the 
present time is not, if we review its conditions in their widest range, 
favourable to art. And with regard to the executive artist himself it is 
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not merely that reflection on every side, which will insist on utter- 
ance, owing to the universal habit of critical opinion and judgment, 
leads him astray from his art and infects his mind with a like desire 
to accumulate abstract thought in his creations; rather the entire 
spiritual culture of the times is of such a nature that he himself stands 
within a world thus disposed to reflection and the conditions it pre- 
supposes, and, do what he may, he cannot release himself either by his 
wish or his power of decision from their influence, neither can he by 
means of exceptional education, or a removal from the ordinary con- 
ditions of life, conjure up for himself and secure a solitude capable of 
replacing all that is lost. 

In all these respects art is and remains for us, on the side of its 
highest possibilities, a thing of the past. Herein it has further lost its 
genuine truth and life, and is rather transported to our world of ideas 
than is able to maintain its former necessity and its superior place 
in reality. What is now stimulated in us by works of art is, in addition 
to the fact of immediate enjoyment, our judgment. In other words 
we subject the content, and the means of presentation of the work of 
art, and the suitability and unsuitability of both, to the contempla- 
tion of our thought. A science of art is therefore a far more urgent 
necessity in our own days than in times in which art as art sufficed by 
itself alone to give complete satisfaction. We are invited by art to 
contemplate it reflectively, not, that is to say, with the object of re- 
creating such art, but in order to ascertain scientifically its nature. 

In doing our best to accept such an invitation we are confronted 
with the objection already adverted to, that even assuming that art 1s 
a subject adapted for philosophical investigation in a general way, yet 
it unquestionably is not so adapted to the systematic procedure of 
science. Such an objection, however, implies to start with the false 
notion that we can have a philosophical inquiry which is at the same 
time unscientific. In reply to such a point I can only here state sum- 
marily my opinion, that whatever ideas other people may have of 
philosophy and philosophizing, I myself conceive philosophical in- 
quiry of any sort or kind to be inseparable from the methods of 
science. The function of philosophy is to examine subject-matter m 
the light of the principle of necessity, not, it is true, merely in ac- 
cordance with its subjective necessity or external co-ordination, classi- 
fication, and so forth; it has rather to unfold and demonstrate the ob- 
ject under review out of the necessity of its own intimate nature. 
Until this essential process is made explicit the scientific quality of 
such an inquiry is absent. In so far, however, as the objective necessity 
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of an object subsists essentially in its logical and metaphysical nature 
the isolated examination of art may in such a case, at any rate, or 
tather inevitably, must be carried forward with a certain relaxation 
of scientific stringency. For art is based upon many assumptions, part 
of which relate to its content, part to its material or conceptive me- 
dium, in virtue of which art is never far from the borders of contin- 
gency and caprice. Consequently it is only relatively to the essential 
and ideal progression of its content and its means of expression that 
we are able to recall with advantage the formative principle of its 
necessity. 

The objection that works of fine art defy the examination of scien- 
tific thought, because they originate in the unregulated world of im- 
agination and temperament, and assert their effect exclusively on the 
emotions and the fancy with a complexity and variety which defies 
exact analysis, raises a difficulty which still carries genuine weight be- 
hind it. As a matter of fact the beauty of art does appear in a form 
which is expressly to be contrasted with abstract thought, a form 
which it is compelled to disturb in order to exercise its own activity in 
its own way. Such a result is simply a corollary of the thesis that reality 
anywhere and everywhere, whether the life of Nature or mind, is de- 
faced and slain by its comprehension; that so far from being brought 
more close to us by the comprehension of thinking, it is only by 
this means that it is in the complete sense removed apart from 
us, so that in his attempt to grasp through thought as a means the 
nature of life, man rather renders nugatory this very aim. An exhaus- 
tive discussion of the subject is here impossible; we propose merely to 
indicate the point of view from which the removal of this difficulty or 
impossibility and incompatibility might be effected. It will at least be 
readily admitted that mind is capable of self-contemplation, and of 
possessing a consciousness, and indeed one that implies a power of 
thought co-extensive with itself and everything which originates from 
itself. It is, in fact, precisely thought, the process of thinking, which 
constitutes the most intimate and essential nature of mind. It is in 
this thinking consciousness over itself and its products, despite all the 
freedom and caprice such may otherwise and indeed must invariably 
possess—assuming only mind or spirit to be veritably pregnant therein 
—that mind exhibits the activity congenial to its essential nature. Art 
and the creations of art, being works which onginate in and are be- 
gotten of the spirit, are themselves stamped with the hall-mark of 
spirit, even though the mode of its presentation accept for its own the 
phenomenal guise of sensuous reality, permeating as it does the sen- 
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suous substance with intelligence. Viewed in this light art is placed 
from the first nearer to spirit and its thought than the purely external 
and unintelligent Nature. In the products of art mind is exclusively 
dealing with that which is its own, And although works of art are not 
thought and notion simply as such, but an evolution of the notion 
out of itself, an alienation of the same in the direction of sensuous 
being, yet for all that the might of the thinking spirit is discovered 
not merely in its ability to grasp itself in its most native form as pure 
thinking, but also, and as completely, to recognize itself in its self- 
divestment in the medium of emotion and the sensuous, to retain the 
grasp Of itself in that “‘other” which it transforms but is not, trans- 
muting the alien factor into thought-expression, and by so doing re- 
covering it to itself. And moreover in this active and frequent relation 
to that “other” than itself the reflective mind is not in any way un- 
true to itself. We have here no oblivion or surrender of itself; neither 
is it so impotent as to be unable to comprehend what is differentiated 
from that other; what it actually does is to grasp in the notion both 
itself and its opposite. For the notion is the universal, which maintains 
itself in its particularizations, which covers in its grasp both itself and 
its “other,” and consequently contains the power and energy to can- 
cel the very alienation into which it passes. For this reason the work of 
art, in which thought divests itself of itself, belongs to the realm of 
comprehending thought; and mind, by subjecting it to scientific 
contemplation, thereby simply satishes its most essential nature. For 
inasmuch as thought is its essence and notion, it can only ultimately 
find such a satisfaction after passing all the products of its activity 
through the alembic of rational thought, and in this way making them 
for the first time in very truth part of its own substance. But though 
art, as we shall eventually see with yet more distinctness, is far indeed 
from being the highest form of mind, it is only in the philosophy of 
art that it comes into all that it may justly claim. 

In the same way art is not debarred from a philosophical inquiry by 
reason of its unregulated caprice. As already intimated, it is its true 
function to bring to consciousness the highest interests of mind. An 
immediate consequence of this is that, so far as the content of fine art 
is concerned, it cannot range about in all the wildness of an un- 
bridled fancy; these interests of spirit posit categorically for the con- 
tent that embodies them definite points of attachment, however mul- 
tifold and inexhaustible may be the forms and shapes they assume. 
The same may be said of the forms themselves. They too do not re- 
main unaffected by constraining principles. It is not every chance form 
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which is capable of expressing and presenting these interests, capable 
of assimilating them and reproducing them. It is only through one 
determinate content that the form adequate to its embodiment is de- 
fined. 

It is upon grounds such as these that we are also able to discover 
a track adapted to critical reflection through the apparently endless 
vistas of artistic creations and shapes. 

We have now, I trust, by way of prelude, succeeded in restricting 
the content of our science on the lines of definition proposed. We 
have made it clear that neither is fine art unworthy of philosophical 
study, nor is such a philosophical study incapable of accepting as 
an object of its cognition the essence of fine art. 
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3. The philosophical idea of the beautiful . . . must combine, that 
is to say, metaphysical universality with the determinate content of 
real particularity. It is only by this means that it is grasped in its 
essential no less than explicit truth. For on the one hand it is then, as 
contrasted with the sterility of one-sided reflection, fruit-bearing out of 
its own wealth. It is its function, in consonance with its own notion, 
to develop into a totality of definite qualities, and this essential con- 
ception itself, no less than its detailed explication, comprises the 
necessary coherence of its particular features as also of the prog- 
ress and transition of one phase thereof into another. On the other 
hand, these particulars into which the passage ts made essentially carry 
the universality and essentiality of the fundamental notion as the 
particulars of which they appear. 


Hl 


. . . What in the first instance is known to us under current con- 
ceptions of a work of art may be subsumed under the three following 
detcrminations: 

(1) A work of art is no product of Nature. It is brought into being 
through the agency of man. 

(2) It is created essentially for man; and, what is more, it 1s to a 
greater or less degree delivered from a sensuous medium, and ad- 
dressed to his senses. 

(3) Itcontains an end bound up with it. 

1. With regard to the first point, that a work of art is a product of 
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human activity, an inference has been drawn from this (a) that such 
an activity, being the conscious production of an external object can 
also be known and divulged, and learned and reproduced by others. 
For that which one is able to effect, another—such is the notion—is 
able to effect or to imitate, when he has once simply mastered the 
way of doing it. In short we have merely to assume an acquaintance 
with the rules of art-production universally shared, and anybody may 
then, if he cares to do so, give effect to executive ability of the same 
type, and produce works of art. It 1s out of reasoning of this kind that 
the above-mentioned theories, with their provision of rules, and their 
prescriptions formulated for practical acceptance, have arisen. Un- 
fortunately that which is capable of being brought into effect in ac- 
cordance with suggestions of this description can only be something 
formally regular and mechanical. For only that which is mechanical 
is of so exterior a type that only an entirely empty effort of will and 
dexterity is required to accept it among our working conceptions, 
and forthwith to carry it out; an effort, in fact, which is not under 
the necessity to contribute out of its own resources anything concrete 
such as is quite outside the prescriptive power of such general rules. 

This is apparent with most vividness when precepts of this kind are 
not limited to what is purely external and mechanical, but extend 
their pretensions to the activity of the artist in the sense that implies 
wealth of significance and intelligence. In this field our rules pass off 
to purely indefinite generalities, such as “the theme ought to be in- 
teresting, and each individual person must speak as is appropriate to 
his status, age, sex and situation.” But if rules are really to suffice for 
such a purpose their directions ought to be formulated with such 
directness of detail that, without any further co-operation of mind, 
they could be executed precisely in the manner they are prescribed. 
Such rules being, in respect to this content, abstract, clearly and en- 
tirely fall short of their pretension of being able to complete the 
artistic consciousness. Artistic production is not a formal activity in 
accordance with a series of definitions; it is, as an activity of soul, con- 
strained to work out of its own wealth, and to bnng before the 
mind’s eye a wholly other and far richer content, and a more em- 
bracing and unique creation than ever can be thus prescribed. In 
particular cases such rules may prove of assistance, in so far, that 1s, 
as they contain something really definite and consequently useful for 
practice. But even here their guidance will only apply to conditions 
wholly external. 

(b) This above indicated tendency has consequently been wholly 
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given up; but writers in doing so have only fallen as unreservedly into 
the opposite extreme. A work of art came to be looked upon, and so 
far rightly, as no longer the product of an activity shared by all men, 
but rather as a creation of a mind gifted in an extraordinary degree. A 
mind of this type has in this view merely to give free vent to its 
peculiar endowment, regarded as a specific natural power. It has to 
free itself absolutely from a pursuit of rules of universal application, 
as also from any admixture of conscious reflection with its creative 
and, as thus viewed, wholly instinctive powers, or rather it should be 
on its guard therefrom, the assumption being that such an exercise of 
conscious thought can only act on its creations as an infection and a 
taint. Agreeably to such a view the work of art has been heralded as 
the product of talent and genius; and it is mainly the aspect of natural 
gift inseparable from the ordinary conception of talent and genius, 
which has been emphasized. There is to some extent real truth in 
this. Talent is specific, genius universal capacity. With neither of 
these can a man endow himself simply by the exercise of his self- 
conscious activity. 
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. . » The real and indeed sole point to maintain as essential is the 
thesis that although artistic talent and genius essentially implies an 
element of natural power, yet it is equally indispensable that it 
should be thoughtfully cultivated, that reflection should be brought 
to bear on the particular way it is exercised, and that it should be also 
kept alive with use and practice in actual work. The fact is that an 
important aspect of the creating process is merely facility in the use of 
a medium; that is to say, a work of art possesses a purely technical 
side, which extends to the borders of mere handicraft. ‘This is most 
obviously the case in architecture and sculpture, less so in painting 
and music, least of all in poetry. A facility here is not assisted at all 
by inspiration; what is solely indispensable is reflection, industry, and 
practice. Such technical skill an artist simply must possess in order 
that he may be master over the external material, and not be thwarted 
by its obstinacy. 

Add to this that the more exalted the rank of an artist the more 
profoundly ought he to portray depth of soul and mind; and these 
are not to be known by flashlight, but are exclusively to be sounded, 
if at all, by the direction of the man’s own intelligence on the world 
of souls and the objective world. In this respect, therefore, once more 
study is the means whereby the artist brings to consciousness such a 
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content, and appropriates the material and structure of his concep- 
tons. At the same time no doubt one art will require such a con- 
scious reception and cognitive mastery of the content in question 
more than another. Music, for example, which has exclusively to deal 
with the entirely undefined motion of the soul within, with the mu- 
sical tones of that which is, relatively, feeling denuded of positive 
thought, has little or no need to bring home to consciousness the 
substance of intellectual conception. For this very reason musical 
talent declares itself as a rule in very early youth, when the head is 
still empty and the emotions have barely had a flutter; it has, in fact, 
attained real distinction at a time in the artist’s life when both intelli- 
gence and life are practically without experience. And for the matter 
of that we often enough see very great accomplishment in musical 
composition and execution hung together with considerable indigence 
of mind and character. It is quite another matter in the case of poetry. 
What is of main importance here is a presentation of our humanity 
rich in subject-matter and reflective power, of its profounder interests, 
and of the forces which move it. Here at least mind and heart must 
themselves be richly and profoundly disciplined by life, experience, 
and thought before genius itself can bring into being the fruit that is 
ripe, the content that has substance, and is essentially consummate. 
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(c) A third view, held relatively to the idea of a work of art as a 
product of human activity, concerns the position of such towards the 
phenomena of Nature. The natural tendency of ordinary thinking in 
this respect is to assume that the product of human art is of suibordi- 
nate rank to the works of Nature. The work of art possesses no feeling 
of its own; it is not through and through a living thing, but, regarded 
as an external object, is a dead thing. It is usual to regard that 
which is alive of higher worth than what is dead. We may admit, of 
course, that the work of art is not in itself capable of movement and 
alive. The living, natural thing is, whether looked at within or with- 
out, an organization with the life-purpose of such worked out into 
the minutest detail. The work of art merely attains to the show of 
animation on its surface. Below this it 1s ordinary stone, wood, or can- 
vas, or in the case of poetry idea, the medium of such being speech 
and letters. But this element of external existence is not that which 
makes a work a creation of fine art. A work of art is only truly such 
in so far as originating in the human spirit, it continues to belong to 
the soil from which it sprang, has received, in short, the baptism of 


HEGEL / 399 


the mind and soul of man, and only presents that which is fashioned 
in consonance with such a sacrament. An interest vital to man, the 
spiritual values which the single event, one individual character, one 
action possesses in its devolution and final issue, is seized in the work 
of art and emphasized with greater purity and clarity than is possible 
on the ground of ordinary reality where human art is not. And for this 
reason the work of art is of higher rank than any product of Nature 
whatever, which has not submitted to this passage through the mind. 
In virtue of the emotion and insight, for example, in the atmosphere 
of which a landscape is portrayed by the art of painting, this creation 
of the human spirit assumes a higher rank than the purely natural 
landscape. Everything which partakes of spirit is better than anything 
begotten of mere Nature. However this may be, the fact remains that 
no purely natural existence is able, as art is, to represent divine ideals. 

And further, all that the mind borrows from its own ideal content 
it is able, even in the direction of external existence, to endow with 
permanence. The individual living thing on the contrary is transitory; 
it vanishes and is unstable in its external aspect. The work of art per- 
sists. At the same time it is not mere continuation, but rather the form 
and pressure thereon of the mintage of soul-life which constitutes its 
true pre-eminence as contrasted with Nature’s reality. 

But this higher position we have thus assigned to the work of art is 
yet further contested by another prevalent conception of ordinary 
ideas. It is contended that Nature and all that proceeds from her are a 
work of God, created by His goodness and wisdom. The work of art is 
on the contrary merely a human product fashioned by human hands 
according to human design. The fallacy implied in this contrast be- 
tween the products of Nature viewed as a divine creation and human 
activity as of wholly finite energy consists in the apparent assumption 
that God is not operative in and through man, but limits the sphere 
of His activity to Nature alone. We must place this false conception 
entirely on one side if we are desirous of penetrating to the true idea 
of art; or rather, as opposed to such a conception we ought to accept 
the extreme opposite thereto, namely, that God is more honoured by 
that which mind makes and creates than by everything brought into 
being and fashioned in the natural process. For not only is there a 
divinity in man, but it is actually effective in him in a form which 1s 
adequate to the essential nature of God in a far higher degree than in 
the work of Nature. God is a Spirit, and it is only in man that the 
medium, through which the Divine passes, possesses the form of spirit 
fully conscious of the activity in which it manifests its ideal presence. 
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In Nature the medium correspondent to this is the unconscious sen- 
suous and external materia, which is by many degrees inferior to con- 
sciousness in its worth. In the products of art God works precisely as 
He works through the phenomena of Nature. The divine substance, 
however, as it is asserted in the work of art has secured, being begot- 
ten of spint life itself, a highway commensurable to its existence; de- 
terminate existence in the unconscious sensuousness of Nature is not 
a mode of appearance adequate to the Divine Being. 

(d) Assuming, then, that the work of art is a creation of man in 
the sense that it is the offspring of mind or spirit we have still a 
further question in conclusion, which will help us to draw a more 
profound inference still from our previous discussion. ‘That question 
is, “What is the human need which stimulates art-production?” On 
the one hand the artistic activity may be regarded as the mere play of 
accident, or human conceits, which might just as well be left alone as 
attempted. For, it may be urged, there are other and better means for 
carrying into effect the aims of art, and man bears within himself 
higher and more weighty interests, than art is capable of satisfying. 
In contrast to such a view art appears to originate in a higher impulse, 
and to satisfy more elevated needs, nay, at certain times the highest 
and most absolute of all, being, as it has been, united to the most em- 
bracing views of entire epochs and nations upon the constitution of 
the world and the nature of their religion. 


The universal and absolute want from which art on its side of es- 
sential form arises originates in the fact that man is a thinking con- 
sciousness, in other words that he renders explicit to himself, and from 
his own substance, what he is and all in fact that exists. ‘The objects 
of Nature exist exclusively in immediacy and once for all. Man, on 
the contrary, as mind reduplicates himself. He is, to start with, an 
object of Nature as other objects; but in addition to this, and no 
less truly, he exists for himself; he observes himself, makes himself 
present to his imagination and thought, and only in virtue of this 
active power of self-realization is he actually mind or spirit. ‘This con- 
sciousness of himself man acquires in a twofold way; in the first in- 
stance theoretically. This is so in so far as he is under a constraint to 
bring himself in his own inner life to consciousness—all which moves 
in the human heart, all that surges up and strives therein—and gen- 
eraliy, so far as he is impelled to make himself an object of perception 
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and conception, to fix for himself definitively that which thought dis- 
covers as essential being, and in all that he summons out of himself, 
no less than in that which is received from without, to recognize only 
himself. And secondly, this realization is effected through a practical 
activity. In other words man possesses an impulse to assert himself in 
that which is presented him in immediacy, in that which is at hand as 
an external something to himself, and by doing so at the same time 
once more to recognize himself therein. This purpose he achieved by 
the alteration he effects in such external objects, upon which he im- 
prints the seal of his inner life, rediscovering in them thereby the 
features of his own determinate nature. And man does all this, in 
order that he may as a free agent divest the external world of its 
stubborn alienation from himself—and in order that he may enjoy in 
the configuration of objective fact an external reality simply of him- 
self. The very first impulse of the child implies in essentials this prac- 
tical process of deliberate change in external fact. A boy throws stones 
into the stream, and then looks with wonder at the circles which fol- 
low in the water, regarding them as a result in which he sees some- 
thing of his own doing. This human need runs through the most 
varied phenomena up to that particular form of self-reproduction in 
the external fact which is presented us in human art. And it is not 
merely in relation to external objects that man acts thus. He treats 
himself, that is, his natural form, in a similar manner: he will not per- 
mit it to remain as he finds it; he alters it deliberately. ‘This is the tra- 
tional ground of all ornament and decoration, though it may be as bar- 
barous, tasteless, entirely disfiguring, nay, as injurious as the crushing 
of the feet of Chinese ladies, or the slitting of ears and lips. For it is 
among the really cultured alone that a change of figure, behaviour, 
and every mode and manner of self-expression will issue in harmony 
with the dictates of mental elevation. 

This universal demand for artistic expression is based on the ra- 
tional impulse in man’s nature to exalt both the world of his soul ex- 
perience and that of Nature for himself into the conscious embrace 
of mind as an object in which he rediscovers himself. He satisfies the 
demand of this spiritual freedom by making explicit to his inner life 
all that exists, no less than from the further point of view giving a 
tealized external embodiment to the self made thus explicit. And by 
this reduplication of what is his own he places before the vision and 
within the cognition of himself and others what is within him. 
This is the free rationality of man, in which art as also all action and 


402 }/ Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


knowledge originates. We shall investigate at a later stage the specific 
need for art as compared with that for other political and ethical 
action, or that for religious ideas and scientific knowledge. 

2. We have hitherto considered the work of art under the aspect 
that it is fashioned by man; we will now pass over to the second 
part of our definition, that it is produced for his sense-apprehension, 
and consequently is to a more or less degree under obligations to a 
sensuous medium. 

(a) This reflection has been responsible for the inference that the 
function of fine art is to arouse feeling, more precisely the feeling 
which suits us—that is, pleasant feeling. From such a point of view 
writers have converted the investigation of fine art into a treatise on 
the emotions and asked what kind of feelings art ought to excite— 
take fear, for example, and compassion—with the further question 
how such can be regarded as pleasant, how, in short, the contempla- 
tion of misfortune can bring satisfaction. This tendency of reflec- 
tion dates for the most part from the times of Moses Mendelssohn, and 
many such trains of reasoning may be found in his writings. A dis- 
cussion of this kind, however, did not carry the problem far. Feeling 
is the undefined obscure region of spiritual life. What is felt remains 
cloaked in the form of the separate personal experience under its most 
abstract persistence; and for this reason the distinctions of feeling are 
wholly abstract; they are not distinctions which apply to the subject- 
matter itself. To take examples—fear, anxiety, care, dread, are of 
course one type of emotion under various modifications; but in part 
they are purely quantitative degrees of intensity, and m part forms 
which reflect no light on their content itself, but are indifferent to it. 
In the case of fear, for instance, an existence is assumed, for which 
the individual in question possesses an interest, but sees at the same 
time the negative approach which threatens to destroy this existence, 
and thereupon discovers in immediate fusion within himself the 
above interest and the approach of that negative as a contradictory 
affection of his personal life. A fear of this sort, however, does not on 
its Own account condition any particular content; it may associate 
with itself subject-matter of the most opposed and varied character. 
The feeling merely as such is in short a wholly empty form of a sub- 
jective state. Such a form may no doubt in certain cases itself be es- 
sentially complex, as we find it is with hope, pain, joy, and pleasure; 
it may also in this very complexity appropriate various modes of con- 
tent, as, for example, we have a feeling of justice, an ethical feeling, a 
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sublime religious feeling, and so forth; but despite the fact that a con- 
tent of this kind is present in different modes of feeling, no light 
whatever is thereby thrown on such content which will disclose its 
essential and definite character. The feeling throughout remains a 
purely subjective state which belongs to me, one in which the con- 
crete fact vanishes, as though contracted to a vanishing point in the 
most abstract of all spheres. For this reason an inquiry over the na- 
ture of the emotions which art ought or ought not to arouse, comes 
simply to a standstill in the undefined; it is an investigation which 
deliberately abstracts from genuine content and its concrete substance 
and notion. Reflection upon feeling is satisfied with the observation 
of the personal emotional state and its singularity, instead of penetrat- 
ing and sounding the matter for study, in other words the work of 
art, and in doing so bidding good-bye to the wholly subjective state and 
its conditions. In feeling, however, it is just this subjective state void 
of content which is not merely accepted, but becomes the main thing; 
and that is precisely why people are so proud of having emotions. 
And for no other reason that is why such an investigation is tedious 
owing to its indefinite nature and emptiness, and even repellent in 
its attention to trivial personal idiosyncrasies. 

(b) Inasmuch, however, as the work of art is not merely con- 
cerned with exciting some kind of emotion or other—for this is an 
object it would share without any valid distinction with eloquence, 
historical composition, religious edification and much else—but is 
only a work of art in so far as it is beautiful, it occurred to reflective 
minds to discover a specific feeling for beauty, and a distinct sense- 
faculty correspondent with it. In such an inquiry it soon became clear 
that a sense of this kind was no definite and mere instinct rigidly 
fixed by Nature, which was able by itself and independently to dis- 
tinguish the beautiful. As a consequence the demand was made for 
culture as a condition precedent to such a sense, and the sense of 
beauty as thus cultivated was called taste, which, albeit an instructed 
apprehension and discovery of the beautiful, was none the less as- 
sumed to persist in the character of immediate feeling. We have al- 
readly discussed the way in which abstract theory attempted to form 
such a sense of taste, and how external and one-sided that sense re- 
mained. While the critical sense generally of the time when such ideas 
were in currency was lacking in the universality of its principles, as a 
specific critique of particular works of art it was less concerned to 
substantiate a judgment more decisive than hitherto—indeed the 
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material to effectuate this was not as yet forthcoming—than to pro- 
mote in a general way the cultivation of such a taste. Consequently 
this educative process also came to a halt in the region of the more 
indefinite, and merely busied itself by its reflections in the fitting out 
of feeling as a sense of beauty in such a way that beauty could im- 
mediately be discovered whenever and wherever it might chance to 
appear. The real depth of the subject-matter remained notwithstand- 
ing a closed book to such a taste. Profundity of this kind demands not 
merely sensitive reception and abstract thought, but the reason in its 
concrete grasp and the most sterling qualities of soul-life. ‘Taste on 
the contrary is merely directed to the outside surfaces, which are the 
playground of the feelings, and upon which one-sided principles may 
very well pass as currency. But for this very reason our so-called good 
taste is scared by every kind of profounder artistic effect, and is 
dumb where the ideal significance is in question, and all mere ex- 
ternalities and accessories vanish. For when great passions and the 
movements of a profound soul assert themselves, we do not bother 
ourselves any more with the finer distinctions of taste and its retail 
traffic in trifles. It is conscious that genius leaves such ground far be- 
hind it in its stride; and shrinking before that power feels on its part 
far from comfortable, not knowing very well which way to turn. 

(c) Thus it is the further change has come about that critics of 
art-production no longer have an eye simply to the education of 
taste, or are intent upon the illustration of such a sense. The con- 
noisseur, or art-scholar, has taken the place of the man, or judge of 
artistic taste. The positive side of art-scholarship, in so far as it implies 
a sound and exhaustive acquaintance with the entire embrace of 
what is distinctive and peculiar in a given work of art, we have al- 
ready maintained to be a necessary condition of artistic research. A 
work of art, owing to its nature, which, if it is material from one 
point of view, is also related to a particular person, originates from 
specific conditions of the most varied kind, among which as excep- 
tionally important we may mention the date and place of its ongins, 
the characteristic personality of the artist, and, above all, the degree 
of executive accomplishment secured by the art. All these points of 
view have to be taken into consideration if we wish to obtain a 
view and knowledge of such a work which is clear in its outlines, and 
founded on a true basis, nay, even wish to enjoy it nghtly. It is with 
these that our art-scholarship is mainly occupied; and all that it can 
do for us in this way should be gratefully accepted. Though it is quite 
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true such art-scholarship must be reckoned as of essential importance, 
it ought not be regarded as the sole, or indeed the highest, con- 
stituent in the relation of the contemplative spirit to a work of art 
and art generally. Such art-scholarship (this is the defective tendency) 
may restrict itself wholly to a knowledge of purely external character- 
istics, either on the side of technique or historical condition, or in 
other directions; it may continue to possess the barest inkling of the 
true nature of a given work, or simply no knowledge at all. It may 
even form a depreciatory verdict on the value of profounder inquiries 
as compared with purely matter of fact, technical, and historical 
knowledge. Yet even so an art-scholarship, assuming it to be really 
genuine and thorough, at least proceeds upon grounds and knowl- 
edge which are definite, and an intelligent judgment; and it is as- 
sociation with such that our more accurate review of the distinct, if 
also to some extent exterior, aspects of a work of art, and our estimate 
of their relative significance, is secured. 

(d) Following the above observations upon the modes of inquiry 
which were suggested by that aspect of a work of art in which, as 
itself an object with a material medium, it possessed an essential re- 
lation to man as himself receptive through sense, we will now exam- 
ine this point of view in its more essential connection with art itself. 
We propose to do ths partly (a) in respect to the art-product viewed 
as an object, partly (6) as regards the personal characteristics of the 
artist, his genius, talent, and so forth. We do not, however, propose 
to enter into matter which can in this connection exclusively proceed 
from the knowledge of art according to its universal concept. The 
truth is we are not as yet in the full sense on scientific ground; we 
have merely reached the province of external reflection. 

(a) ‘There is no question, then, that a work of art is presented to 
sensuous apprehension. It is submitted to the emotional sense, 
whether outer or inner, to sensuous perception and the imaged sense, 
precisely as the objective world is so presented around us, or as is 
our Own inward sensitive nature. Even a speech, for example, may 
be addressed to the sensuous imagination and feeling. Notwith- 
standing this fact, however, the work of art is not exclusively directed 
to the sensuous apprehension, viewed, that is, as an object materially 
conditioned. Its position is of the nature, that along with its sensu- 
ous presentation it is fundamentally addressed to the mind. The mind 
is intended to be affected by it and to receive some kind of satisfac- 
tion in it. 
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This function of the work of art at once makes it clear how it is 
that it is in no way intended to be a natural product or, on the side 
where it impinges on Nature, to possess the living principle of Nature. 
This, at least, is a fact whether the natural product is ranked lower or 
higher than a mere work of art, as people are accustomed to express 
themselves in the tone of depreciation. 

In other words the sensuous aspect of a work of art has a right to 
determinate existence only in so far as it exists for the human mind, 
not, however, in so far as itself, as a material object, exists for itself 
independently. 

If we examine more closely in what way the sensuous materia is 
presented to man we find that what is so can be placed under various 
relations to the mind. 

(aa) ‘The lowest in grade and that least compatible with relation 
to intelligence is purely sensuous sensation. It consists primarily in 
mere looking, listening, just as in times of mental overstrain it may 
often be a relaxation to go about without thought, and merely listen 
and have a look round. The mind, however, does not rest in the mere 
apprehension of external objects through sight and hearing; it makes 
them objective to its own inward nature, which thereupon is impelled 
itself to give effect to itself in these things as a further step under a 
sensuous mode, in other words, it relates itself to them as desire. In 
this appetitive relation to the external world man, as a sensuous 
particular thing, stands in a relation of opposition to things in general 
as in the same way particulars. He does not address himself to them 
with open mind and the universal ideas of thought; he retains an 
isolated position, with its personal impulses and interests, relatively to 
objects as fixed in their obduracy as himself, and makes himself at 
home in them by using them, or eating them up altogether, and, in 
short, gives effect to his self-satisfaction by the sacrifice he makes of 
them. In this negative relation desire requires for itself not merely the 
superficial show of external objects, but the actual things themselves 
in their material concrete existence. Mere pictures of the wood, which 
it seeks to make use of, or of the animals, which it hopes to eat up, 
would be of no service to desire. Just as little is it possible for desire 
to suffer the object to remain in its freedom; its craving is just this to 
force it to annihilate this self-subsistency and freedom of external 
facts, and to demonstrate that these things are only there to be de- 
stroyed and devoured. But at the same time the particular person is 
neither himself free, begitt as he is by the particular limited and tran- 
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sitory interests of his desires, for his definite acts do not proceed from 
the essential universality and rationality of his will, neither is he free 
relatively to the external world, for desire remains essentially deter- 
mined by things and related to them. 

This relation, then, of desire is not that in which man is related to 
the work of art. He suffers it to exist in its free mdependence as an 
object; he associates himself with it without any craving of this kind, 
rather as with an object reflective of himself, which exists solely for the 
contemplative faculty of mind. For this reason, as we have said, the 
work of art, although it possesses sensuous existence, does not require 
sensuous concrete existence, nor yet the animated life of such ob- 
jects. Or, rather, we should add, it ought not to remain on such a level, 
in so far as its true function is exclusively to satisfy spiritual interests, 
and to shut the door on all approach to mere desire. Hence we can 
understand how it is that practical desire rates the particular works of 
Nature in the organic or inorganic world, which are at its service, 
more highly than works of art, which are obviously useless in this sense, 
and only contribute enjoyment to other capacities of man’s spirit. 

(88) <A second mode under which the externally present comes 
before the conscious subject is, as contrasted with the single sensuous 
perception and active desire, the purely theoretical relation to the 
intelligence. The theoretic contemplation of objects has no interest in 
consuming the same in their particularity and satisfying or maintain- 
ing itself through the sense by their means; its object is to attain a 
knowledge of them in their universality, to seek out their ideal nature 
and principle, to comprehend them according to their notional idea. 
Consequently this contemplative interest is content to leave the par- 
ticular things as they are, and stands aloof from them in their objec- 
tive singularity, which is not the object of such a faculty's investiga- 
tion. For the rational intelligence is not a property of the particular 
person in the sense that desire is so; it appertains to his singularity as 
being itself likewise essentially universal. So long as it persists in 
this relation of universality to the objects in question, it is his reason 
in its universal potency which is attempting to discover itself in Na- 
ture, and thereby the inward or essential being of the natural objects, 
which his sensuous existence does not present under its mode of im- 
mediacy, although such existence is founded therein. This interest of 
contemplation, the satisfaction of which is the task of science, is, how- 
ever, Shared in this scientic form just as little by art as it shared in 
the common table of those impulses of the purely practical desire. 
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Science can, it is true, take as its point of departure the sensuous 
thing in its singularity, and possess itself of some conception, how 
this individual thing is present in its specific colour or form. But for 
all that this isolated thing of sense as such possesses no further rela- 
tion to mind, inasmuch as the interest of intelligence makes for 
the universal, the law, the thought and notion of the object, and 
consequently not only does it forsake it in its immediate singularity, 
but it actually transforms it within the region of idea, converting a 
concrete object of sense into an abstract subject-matter of thought, 
that is converting it into something other than the same object of 
its sensuous perception actually was. The artistic interest does not fol- 
low such a process, and is distinct from that of science for this reason. 
The contemplation of art restricts its interest simply in the wav in 
which the work of art, as external object, in the directness of its def- 
inition, and in the singularity wherein it appears to sense, is mani- 
fested in all its features of colour, form, and sound, or as a single 
isolated vision of the whole; it does not go so far beyond the tm- 
mediately received objective character as to propose, as is the case 
with science, the ideal or conceptive thinking of this particular ob- 
jectivity under the terms of the rational and universal notion which 
underlies it. 

The interest of art, therefore, is distinguishable from the practical 
interest of desire in virtue of the fact that it suffers its object to re- 
main in its free independence, whereas desire applies it, even to the 
point of destruction, to its own uses. The contemplation of art, on 
the other hand, differs from that of a scientific intelligence in an 
analogous way in virtue of the fact that it cherishes an interest for 
the object in its isolated existence, and is not concerned to transform 
the same into terms of universal thought and notion. 

(yy) It follows, then, that, though the sensuous materia is un- 
questionably present in a work of art, it is only as surface or show of 
the sensuous that it is under any necessity to appear. In the sensuous 
appearance of the work of art it is neither the concrete material stuff, 
the empirically perceived completeness and extension of the internal 
organism which is the object of desire, nor is it the universal thought 
of pure ideality, which in either case the mind seeks for. Its aim is the 
sensuous presence, which, albeit suffered to persist in its sensuousness, 
is equally entitled to be delivered from the framework of its purely 
material substance. Consequently, as compared with the immediately 
envisaged and incorporated object of Nature, the sensuous presence 
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in the work of art is transmuted to mere semblance or show, and the 
work of art occupies a midway ground, with the directly perceived ob- 
jective world on one side and the ideality of pure thought on the 
other. It is not as yet pure thought, but, despite the element of sen- 
suousness which adheres to it, it is no longer purely materia] ex!stence, 
in the sense at least that stones, plants, and organic life are such. The 
sensuous element in a work of art is rather itself somewhat of ideal in- 
tension, which, however, as not being actually the ideal medium 
of thought, is still externally presented at the same time as an object. 
This semblance of the sensuous presents itself to the mind externally 
as the form, visible appearance, and harmonious vibration of things. 
This is always assuming that it suffers the objects to remain in their 
freedom as objective facts, and does not seek to penetrate into their 
inward essence by abstract thought, for by doing so they would (as 
above explained) entirely cease to exist for it in their external! singu- 
Jarity. 

For this reason the sensuous aspect of art is only related to the two 
theoretical senses of sight and hearing; smell, on the other hand, 
taste, and the feeling of touch are excluded from the springs of art’s 
enjovment. Smell, taste, and touch come into contact with matter 
simply as such, and with the immediate sensuous qualities of the 
same; smell with the material volatization through the air; taste with 
the materia] dissolution of substance, and touch or mere bodily feel- 
ing with qualities such as heat, coldness, smoothness, and so forth. On 
this account these senses cannot have to do with the objects of art, 
which ought to subsist in their actual and very independence, admit- 
ting of no purely sensuous or rather physical relation. The pleasant 
fot such senses is not the beauty of art. Thus art on its sensuous side 
brings before us deliberately merely a shadow-world of shapes, tones, 
and imaged conceptions, and it is quite beside the point to main- 
tain that it is simply a proof of the impotence and limitations of man 
that he can only present us with the surface of the physical world, 
mete schemata, when he calls into being his creative works. In art 
these sensuous shapes and tones are not offered as exclusively for 
themselves and their form to our direct vision. They are presented 
with the intent to secure in such shape satisfaction for higher and 
more spiritual interests, inasmuch as they are mighty to summon an 
echo and response in the human spirit evoked from all depths of its 
conscious life. In this way the sensuous is spiritualized in art, or, in 
other words, the life of spirit comes to dwell in it under sensuous guise. 
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(8) For this reason, however, a product of art is only possible in 
so far as it has received its passage through the mind, and has origi- 
nated from the productive activity of mind. This brings us to another 
question we have to answer, and it is this: “How is the sensuous or 
material aspect, which is imperative as a condition of art, operative in 
the artist as conjoined to his personal productive activity?” Now this 
mode or manner of artistic production contains, as an activity per- 
sonal to the artist, in essentials just the same determinants which we 
found posited in the work of art. It must be a spiritual activity, which, 
however, at the same time possesses in itself the element of sensuous- 
ness and immediacy. It is neither, on the one hand, purely mechanical 
work, such as is purely unconscious facility in sleight of hand upon 
physical objects, or a stereotyped activity according to teachable rule 
of thumb; nor, on the other hand, is it a productive process of science, 
which tends to pass from sensuous things to abstract ideas and 
thoughts, or is active exclusively in the medium of pure thought. In 
contrast to these the two aspects of mental idea and sensuous material 
must in the artistic product be united. For example, it would be 
possible in the case of poetical compositions to attempt to embody 
what was the subject-matter in the form of prosaic thought in the 
first instance, and only after doing so to attach to the same imaginative 
ideas rhymes and so on, so that as a net result such imagery would be 
appendent to the abstract reflections as so much ornament and decora- 
tion. An attempt of this kind, however, could only lead us to a poor 
sort of poetry for in it we should have operative a twofold kind of 
activity in its separation, which in the activity of genuine artistic 
work only holds good in inseparable unity. It is this true kind of 
creative activity which forms what is generally described as the artistic 
imagination, It is the rational element, which in its import as spirit 
only exists, in so far as it actively forces its way into the presence of 
consciousness, yet likewise, and only subject to this condition, dis- 
plays all its content to itself under a sensuous form. This activity 
possesses therefore a spiritual content, but it clothes the same in 
sensuous image, and for this reason that it is only able to come to a 
knowledge of the same under this sensuous garb. We may compare 
such a process with that of a man of experience in life, a man, shall 
we add, of real geniality and wit, who—while at the same time being 
fully conscious in what the main importance of life consists, what are 
the things which essentially bind men together, what moves them 
and is the mainspring of their lives—nevertheless has neither brought 
home this content in universal maxims, nor indeed is able to unfold 
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it to others in the generalities of the reflective process, but makes 
these mature results of his intelligence without exception clear to him- 
self and others in particular cases, whether real or invented, or by 
examples and such like which hit the mark. For in the ideas of such a 
man everything shapes itself into the concrete image determinate in 
its time and place, to which therefore the addition of names and any 
other detail of external condition causes no difficulty. Yet such a kind 
of imagination rather rests on the recollection of conditions he has 
lived through, actual experience, than it is a creative power of itself. 
Memory preserves and renews the particularity and external fashion 
of such previous events with all their more distinct circumstances, but 
on the other hand does not suffer the universal to appear independ- 
ently. The creative imagination of an artist is the imagination of a 
great mind and a big heart; it is the grasp and excogitation of ideas 
and shapes, and, in fact, nothing less than this grasp of the pro- 
foundest and most embracing human interests in the wholly definite 
presentation of imagery borrowed from objective experience. A con- 
sequence of this is, that imagination of this type is based in a certain 
sense on a natural gift, a general talent for it, as we say, because its 
creative power essentially implies an aspect of sense presentation. It is 
no doubt not unusual to speak in the same way of scientific “talent.” 
The sciences, however, merely presuppose the general capacity for 
thought, which does not possess, as imagination does, together with 
its intellectual activity, a reference to the concrete testimony of Na- 
ture, but rather precisely abstracts from the activity that form in 
which we find it in Nature. It would be, therefore, truer to the mark 
if we said there is no specific scientific talent in the sense of a purely 
natural endowment. Imagination, on the other hand, combines 
within it a mode of instinct-like creativeness. In other words the es- 
sential plasticity and material element in a work of art is subjec- 
tively present in the artist as part of his native disposition and im- 
pulse, and as his unconscious activity belongs in part to that which 
man receives straight from Nature. No doubt the entire talent and 
genius of an individual is not wholly exhausted by that we describe as 
natural capability. The creation of art is quite as much a spiritual 
and self-cognized process; but for all that we afhrm that its spirituality 
contains an element of plastic or configurative facility which Nature 
confers on it. For this reason, though almost anybody can reach a 
certain point in art, yet, in order to pass beyond this—and it is here 
that the art in question really begins—a talent for art which is inborn 
and of a higher order altogether is indispensable. 
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Considered simply as a natural basis a talent of this kind asserts it- 
self for the most part in early youth, and is manifested in the restless 
persistency, ever intent with vivacity and alertness, to create artistic 
Shapes in some particular sensuous medium, and to make this 
mode of expression and utterance the unique one or the one of main 
importance and most suitable. And thus also a virtuosity up to a cer- 
tain point in the technique of art which is arrived at with ease is 
a sign of inborn talent. A sculptor finds everything convertible into 
plastic shape, and from early days takes to medelling clay; and so 
on generally whatever men of such innate powers have in their minds, 
whatever excites and moves their souls, becomes forthwith a plastic 
figure, a drawing, a melody, or a poem. 

(y) ‘Thirdly, and in conclusion: the content of art is also in some 
respects borrowed from the objective world perceived in sense, that is 
Nature; or, in any case, if the content is also of a spiritual character, it 
can onlv be grasped in such a way, that the spiritual element therein, 
as human relations, for example, are displayed in the form of phe- 
nomena which possess objective reality. 

3. There is yet another question to solve, namely, what the in- 
terest or the End is, which man proposes to himself in the creation of 
the content embodied by a work of art. This was, in fact, the third 
point of view, which we propounded relatively to the art-product. Its 
more detailed discussion will finally introduce us to the true notional 
concept of art itself. 

If we take a glance at our ordinary ideas on this subject, one of the 
most prevalent is obviously 

(a) The principle of the imitation of Nature. According to this 
view the essential aim or object of art consists in imitation, by which 
is understood a facility in copying natural forms as present to us in a 
manner which shall most fully correspond to such facts. ‘The success 
of such an exact representation of Nature is assumed to afford us com- 
plete satisfaction. 

(a) Now in this definition there is to start with absolutely noth- 
ing but the formal aim to bring about the bare repetition a second 
time by man, so far as his means will permit of this, of all that was al- 
ready in the external world, precisely too in the way it is there. A rep- 
etition of this sort may at once be set down as 

(aa) A superfluous task for the reason that everything which pic- 
tures, theatrical performances represent by way of imitation—animals, 
natural scenery, incidents of human life—we have already elsewhere 
before us in our gardens or at home, or in other examples of the 
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more restricted or extended reaches of our personal acquaintance. 
Looked at, moreover, more closely, such a superfluity of energy can 
hardly appear otherwise than a presumptuous trifling; it is so because 
(88) It lags so far behind Nature. In other words art is limited in 
its means of representation. It can only produce one-sided illusions, a 
semblance, to take one example, of real fact addressed exclusively to 
one sense. And, moreover, if it does wholly rely on the bare aim of 
mere imitation, instead of Nature’s life all it gives us ever is the mere 
pretence of its substance. For some such reason the Turks, who are 
Mohammedans, will not put up with any pictures or copies of men 
and other objects. When James Bruce, in his travels through Abys- 
sinia, showed a painted fish to a Turk, that worthy was at first aston- 
ished; but, quickly recovering himself, he made answer as follows: 
“If this fish shall rise up against you at the last day, and say, “You 
have certainly given me a body, but no living soul,’ how are you go- 
ing to justify yourself against such a complaint?” The prophet him- 
self, moreover, if we may believe the Sunna, said to the two women 
Ommi Hubiba and Ommi Selma, who told him of certain pictures in 
the AZthiopian churches: “These pictures will rise up in judgment 
against their creators on the Last Day.” There are, no doubt, no less 
examples of completely deceptive imitation. The painted grapes of 
Zeuxis have been accepted from antiquity and long after as an in- 
stance of art’s triumph, and also of that of the principle of imitation, 
because, we are told, actual doves pecked at them. We might add to 
this ancient example that more modem one of Biiltner’s monkey, 
which bit to pieces a painted cockchafer in Résel’s “Diversions of In- 
sects,” and was consequently forgiven by his master, although he 
destroyed by this means a fine copy of the precious work, because he 
proved thus the excellence of its illustrations. But if we will only re- 
flect a moment on such and other instances we can only come to the 
conclusion that instead of praising works of art, because they have de- 
ceived even doves and monkeys, the foolish people ought to be con- 
demned who imagine that the quality of a work of art is enhanced if 
they are able to proclaim an effect of the same so miserable as the 
supreme and last word they can say for it. In short, to sum up, we 
may state emphatically that in the mere business of imitation art 
cannot maintain its rivalry with Nature, and if it makes the attempt it 
must look like a worm which undertakes to crawl after an elephant. 
(yy) Having regard, then, to this invariable failure, that is, rela- 
tive failure of human imitation as contrasted with the natural proto- 
type, we have no end left us but the pleasure offered by sleight of 
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hand in its effort to produce something which resembles Nature. And 
it is unquestionably a fact that mankind are able to derive enjoyment 
from the attempt to reproduce with their individual labour, skill, and 
industry what they find around them. But a delight and admiration 
of this kind also becomes, if taken alone, indeed just in proportion as 
the copy follows slavishly the thing copied, so much the more icily 
null and cold, or brings its reaction of surfeit and repugnance. There 
ate portraits which, as has been drily remarked, are positively shame- 
less in their likeness; and Kant brings forward a further example of 
this pleasure in imitation pure and simple to the effect that we are 
very soon tired of a man—and there really are such—who is able to 
imitate the nightingale’s song quite perfectly; for we no sooner find 
that it is a man who is producing the strain than we have had enough 
of it. We then take it to be nothing but a clever trick, neither the free 
outpouring of Nature, nor yet a work of art. We expect, in short, 
from the free creative power of men something quite other than a 
music of this kind, which only retains our interest when, as in the case 
of the nightingale’s note, it breaks forth in unpremeditated fashion, 
resembling in this respect the rhythmic flood of human feeling, from 
the native springs of its life. And as a general rule this delight we ex- 
perience in the skill of imitation can only be of a restricted character; 
it becomes a man better to derive enjoyment from that which he 
brings to birth from himself. In this respect the invention of every in- 
significant technical product is of higher rank; and mankind may 
fee] more proud at having invented the hammer, nail and so forth, 
than in making themselves adepts as imitators. For this abstract zest 
in the pursuit of imitation is on the same lines as the feat of the 
man who had taught himself to throw lentils through a small aperture 
without missing. He made an exhibition of this feat to Alexander, 
and Alexander merely made him a present as a reward for this art, 
empty and useless as it was, of a bushel of lentils. 

(8) Inasmuch as, moreover, the principle of imitation is purely 
formal, objective beauty itself disappears, if that principle is accepted 
as the end. For the question is then no longer what is the constitu- 
tion of that which is to be imitated, but simply whether the copy 1s 
correct or no. The object and the content of the beautiful come to 
be regarded as a matter of indifference. When, in other words, putting 
the principle of mere imitation on one side, we speak, in connection 
with animals, human beings, places, actions, and characters, of a dis- 
tinction between beauty and ugliness, it remains none the less the 
fact that relatively to such a principle we are referring to a distinction 
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which does not properly belong to an art for which we have appropri- 
ated this principle of imitation to the exclusion of all others. In such 
a case, therefore, whenever we select objects and attempt to dis- 
tinguish between their beauty and ugliness, owing to this absence of 
a standard we can apply to the infinite forms of Nature, we have in the 
final resort only left us the personal taste, which is fixed by no rule, 
and admits of no discussion. And, in truth, if we start, in the selection 
of objects for representation, from that which mankind generally 
discover as beautiful and ugly, and accept accordingly for artistic 
imitation, in other words, form their particular taste, there is no prov- 
ince in the domain of the objective world which is not open to us, 
and which is hardly likely to fail to secure its admirer. At any rate, 
among men we may assume that, though the case of every husband 
and his wife may be disputed, yet at least every bridegroom regards 
his bride as beautiful, very possibly being the only person who does 
so; and that an individual taste for a beauty of this kind admits of 
no fixed rules at all may be regarded as a bit of luck for both parties. 
If, moreover, we cast a glance wholly beyond mere individuals and 
their accidental taste to that of nations, this again is full of diversity 
and opposition. How often we hear it repeated that a European 
beauty would not please a Chinaman, or even a Hottentot—a China- 
man having a totally distinct notion of beauty from that of a black 
man, and the black man in his turn from that of a European. Indeed, 
if we consider the works of art of those extra-European peoples, their 
images of gods, for instance, which have been imaginatively con- 
ceived as worthy of veneration and sublime, they can only appear to 
us as frightful idols; their music will merely ring in our ears as an 
abominable noise, while, from the opposite point of view, such aliens 
will regard our sculptures, paintings, and musical compositions as 
having no meaning or actually ugly. 

(y) But even assuming that we abstract from an objective prin- 
ciple of art, and retain the beautiful as established on the subjective 
and individual taste, we shall soon discover from the point of view of 
art itself, that the imitation of natural objects, which appeared to be a 
universal principle, and indeed one secured by important authorities, 
is not to be relied upon, at least under this general and wholly abstract 
conception of it. If we look at the particular arts we cannot fail to ob- 
serve that, albeit painting and sculpture portray objects which resem- 
ble those of Nature, or the type of which is essentially borrowed from 
Nature, the works of architecture on the contrary—and this, too, 1s 
one of the fine arts—quite as little as the compositions of poetry, to 
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the extent at least that these latter are not restricted to mere descrip- 
tion, cannot justly be described as imitations of Nature. At any rate, 
if we are desirous of maintaining such a thesis with respect to the arts 
thus excluded, we should find ourselves forced to make important de- 
viations from the track, in order to condition our proposition in vari- 
ous ways, and level down our so-called truth at least to the plane of 
probability. But once accept probability, and we should again be con- 
fronted with a great difficulty in determining precisely what is and 
what is not probable; and in the end no one could really think of or 
succeed, even if he did so, in excluding from poetry all compositions 
of an entirely capricious and completely imaginative character. 

The end or object of art must therefore consist in something other 
than the purely formal imitation of what is given to objective sense, 
which invariably can merely call into being technical legerdemain 
and not works of art. It is no doubt an essential constituent of a 
work of art that it should have natural forms as a foundation, be- 
cause the mode of its representation is an external form, and thereby 
along with it is that of natural phenomena. In painting it is obviously 
an important study to learn to copy with accuracy colours in their 
mutual relations, such as light effects and reflections, and so forth, 
and, with no less accuracy, the forms and shapes of objects carried 
into their most subtle gradations of line. It is in this respect that in 
modern times more particularly the principle of the imitation of Na- 
ture and naturalism generally has come into vogue. The object has 
been to recall an art, which has deteriorated into weakness and nebu- 
losity, to the strength and determinate outlines of Nature, or, in yet 
another direction, as against the purely arbitrary caprice and conven- 
tion of a studio, which is in truth as remote from Nature as it is from 
art, and merely indicates the path of art’s declension, to assert the 
claim of the legitimate, direct, and independent, no less than coher- 
ent stability of natural fact. But while admitting that from a certain 
point of view such an effort is reasonable enough, yet for all that the 
naturalism which it demands, taken by itself, is neither the substantive 
thing, not yet of primary importance, in the true basis of art; and al- 
though the external fact in its natural appearance constitutes an ele- 
ment of essential value, yet the objective fact alone does not supply 
the standard of rightness, nor is the mere imitation of external phe- 
nomena, in their external shape that is, the end of art. 

(b) And as a consequence of this we have the further question— 
“What is the true content of art, and with what aim is that content 
brought before us?” On this head we are confronted by the common 
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opinion that it is the task and object of art to bring before our sense, 
feeling, and power of emulation every thing that the spirit of man 
can perceive or conceive. Art has in short to realize for us the well- 
known saying, “Nihil humani a me alienum puto.” Its object is there- 
fore declared to be that of arousing and giving life to slumbering 
emotions, inclinations, passions of every description, of filling the 
heart up to the brim; of compelling mankind, whether cultured or 
the reverse, to pass through all that the human soul carries in its most 
intimate and mysterious chambers, all that it is able to experience 
and reproduce, all that the heart is able to stir and evoke in its depths 
and its countlessly manifold possibilities; and yet further to deliver 
to the domain of feeling and the delight of our vision all that the mind 
may possess of essential and exalted being in its thought and the 
Idea—that majestic hierarchy of the noble, eternal, and true; and no 
less to interpret for us misfortune and misery, wickedness and crime; 
to make the hearts of men realize through and through all that 
is atrocious and dreadful, no less than every kind of pleasure and 
blessedness; and last of all to start the imagination like a rover among 
the day-dream playing-fields of the fancy, there to revel in the seduc- 
tive mirage of visions and emotions which captivate the senses. All 
this infinitely manifold content—so it is held—it is the function of 
art to explore, in order that by this means the experience of our ex- 
ternal life may be repaired of its deficiencies, and yet from a further 
point of view that the passions we share with all men may be excited, 
not merely that the experiences of life may not have us unmoved, 
but that we ourselves may thereafter long to make ourselves open 
channels of a universal experience. Such a stimulus is not presented 
on the plane of actual experience itself, but can only come through 
the semblance of it, that is to say through the illusions which art, in 
its creations, substitutes for the actual world. And the possibility of 
such a deception, by means of the semblances of art, depends on the 
fact that all reality must for man pass through the medium of the 
vision and imaginative idea; and it is only after such a passage that it 
penetrates the emotional life and the will. In such a process it is of 
consequence whether it is immediate external reality which claims 
his attention, or whether the result is effected by some other way, in 
other words by means of images, symbols, and ideas, which contain 
and display the content of such actuality. Men are able to imagine 
things, which do not actually exist, as if they did exist. Consequently it 
is precisely the same thing for our emotional life, whether it is the ob- 
jective world or merely the show of the same, in virtue of which a 
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situation, a relation, or any content of life, in short, is brought home 
to us. Either mode is equally able to stir in us an echo to the essential 
secret which it carries, whether it be in grief or joy, in agitation or 
convulsion, and can cause to flow through us the feelings and pas- 
sions of anger, hate, pity, anxiety, fear, love, reverence and admiration, 
honour and fame. 

The awakening of every kind of emotion in us, the drawing our 
soul through every content of life, the realization of all these move- 
ments of soul-life by means of a presence which is only external as an 
illusion—this it is which, in the opinion described, is pre-eminently 
regarded as the peculiar and transcendent power of artistic creation. 

We must not, however, overlook the fact that in this view of art as 
a means to imprint on the soul and the mind what is good and evil 
alike, to make man more strong in the pursuit of what is noblest, no 
less than enervate his definite course, by transporting his emotional 
life through the most sensuous and selfish desires, the task as yet pro- 
posed to art remains throughout of an entirely formal character; 
without possessing independently an assured aim all that art can offer 


is the empty form for every possible kind of ideal and formative con- 
tent. 


(c) As a matter of fact art also has this formal side, namely, 
that it is able to bring before our senses and feeling and artisti- 
cally adorn every possible kind of material, precisely as the thoughts 
of ordinary reflection elaborate every possible subject-matter and 
modes of action, supplying the same with its equipment of reasons 
and vindications. In the presence, however, of such a variety of con- 
tent we cannot fail to observe that these diversified emotions and 
ideas, which it is assumed art has to stimulate or enforce, intersect 
each other, contradict and mutually cancel each other. Indeed, under 
this aspect, the more art inspires men to emotions thus opposed, to 
that extent precisely it merely enlarges the cleavage in their feelings 
and passions, and sets them staggering about in Bacchantic riot, or 
passes over into sophistry and scepticism precisely as your ordinary free 
thinkers do. This variety of the material of art itself compels us, there- 
fore, not to remain satisfied with so formal a determination. Our ra- 
tional nature forces its way into this motley array of discord, and de- 
mands to see the resurrection of a higher and more universal purpose 
from these elements despite their opposition, and to be conscious of 
its attainment. Just in a similar manner the social life of mankind 
and the State are no doubt credited with the aim that in them all 
human capacities and all individual potencies should meet with ex- 
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pansion and expression in all their features and tendencies. But m op- 
position to so formal a view there very quickly crops up the question 
in what unity these manifold manifestations are to be concentrated, 
and what single end they must have for their fundamental concept 
and ultimate end. Just as in the case of the notional concept of the 
human State so too there arises in that of human art the need, as to 
a part thereof, for an end common to the particular aspects, no less 
than in part for one which is more exalted and substantive in its 
character. 

As such a substantive end the conclusion of reflection is readily 
brought home to us that art possesses at once the power and function 
to mitigate the savagery of mere desires. 

(2) With regard to this first conception we have merely to as- 
certain what characteristic peculiar to art implies this possibility of 
eliminating this rawness of desire, and of fettering and instructing the 
impulses and passions. Coarseness in general has its ground-root in an 
unmitigated self-seeking of sensuous impulses, which take their 
plunge off and are exclusively intent on the satisfaction of their 
concupiscence. Sensual desire is, however, all the more brutal and 
domineering, in proportion as, in its isolation and confinement, it 
appropriates the entire man, so that he does not retain the power to 
separate himself in his universal capacity from this determinacy and 
to maintain the conscious presence of such universality. Even if the 
man in such a case exclaims, “the passion is mightier than myself,” 
though it is true no doubt that for that man’s mind the abstract ego 1s 
separate from the particular passion, yet it is purely so in a formal way. 
All that such a separation amounts to is that as against the force of the 
passion the ego, in its universal form or competency, is of no account 
at all. The savageness of passion consists therefore in the fusion of 
the ego as such a universal with the confined content of its desire, so 
that a man no longer possesses volitional power outside this single 
passion. Such savageness and untamed force of the possibilities of 
passion art mitigates in the first instance to the extent that it brings 
home to the mind and imagination of man what he does actuallv feel 
and carry into effect in such a condition. And even if art restricts itself 
to this that it places before the vision of the mind pictures of passion, 
nay, even assuming such to be flattering pictures, yet for all that a 
power of amelioration is contained therein. At least we may say, that 
by this means is brought before a man’s intelligence what apart from 
such presentment he merely is. The man in this way contemplates his 
impulses and inclinations; and whereas apart from this they whirl him 
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away without giving him time to reflect, he now sees them outside 
himself and already, for the reason that they come before him rather 
as objects than a part of himself, he begins to be free from them as 
aliens. For this reason it may often happen that an artist, under the 
weight of grief, mitigates and weakens the intensity of his own emo- 
tions in their effect upon him by the artistic representation of them. 
Comfort, too, is to be found even in tears. The man who to start with 
is wholly given up to and concentrated in sorrow, is able thus, at any 
tate, to express that which is merely felt within in a direct way. Yet 
more alleviating is the utterance of such inner life in words, images, 
musical sound, and shapes. 

It was therefore a good old custom in the case of funerals and 
layings-out to appoint wailing women, in order to give audible ex- 
pression to grief, or generally to create an external sympathy. For 
manifestations of sympathy bring the content of human sorrow to the 
sufferer in an objective form; he is by their repetition driven to reflect 
upon it, and the burden is thereby made lighter. And so it has from of 
old been considered that to weep or to speak oneself out are equally 
means whereby freedom is secured from the oppressing burden, or at 
least the heart is appreciably lifted. Consequently the mitigation of 
the violence of passions admits of this general explanation that man 
is released from his unmediated confinement in an emotion, becomes 
aware of it as a thing external to himself, to which he is consequently 
obliged to place himself in an ideal relation. Art, while still remaining 
within the sphere of the senses, frees man from the might of his sensi- 
tive experience by means of its representations. No doubt we fre- 
quently hear that pet phrase of many that it is man’s duty to remain 
in immediate union with Nature. Such union is in its unmediated 
purity nothing more or less than savagery and wildness; and art, pre- 
cisely in the way that it dissolves this unity for human beings, lifts 
them with gentle hands over this inclosure in Nature. The way men 
are occupied with the objects of art’s creation remains throughout of 
a contemplative character; and albeit in the first instance it educates 
merely an attention to the actual facts portrayed, yet over and beyond 
this, and with a power no less decisive, it draws man’s attention to 
their significance, it forces him to compare their content with that of 
others, and to receive without reserve the general conclusions of such 
a survey and all the ramifications such imply. 

(8) ‘To the characteristic above discussed adheres in natural se- 
quence the second which has been predicated of art as its essential 
aim, namely, the purification of the passions, an instruction, that is, 
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and a building to moral completeness. For the defining rdle that art 
has to bridle savage nature and educate the passions remained one 
wholly formal and general, so that the further question must arise as 
to a specific kind and an essential and culminating point of such an 
educative process. 

(aa) The doctrine of the purification of the passions shares in the 
defect previously noted as adhering to the mitigation of desires. It 
does, however, emphasize more closely the fact that the representa- 
tions of art needed a standard, by means of which it would be possi- 
ble to estimate their comparative worth and unworth. This standard 
is just their effectiveness to separate what is pure from that which is 
the reverse in the passions. Art, therefore, requires a content which 
is capable of expressing this purifying power, and in so far as the 
power to assert such effectiveness is assumed to constitute the sub- 
stantive end of art, the punfying content will consist in asserting that 
effective power before consciousness in its universality and essentiality. 

(88) Itis a deduction from the point of view just described that it 
is the end of art to instruct. Thus, on the one hand, the peculiar char- 
acter of art consists in the movement of the emotions and in the satis- 
faction which is found in this movement, even in fear, compassion, in 
painful agitation and shock—that is to say, in the satisfying concern of 
the feelings and passions, and to that extent in a complacent, delighted, 
or enthusiastic attitude to the objects of art and their presentation 
and effect: while, on the other hand, this artistic object is held to dis- 
cover its higher standard exclusively in its power to instruct, in the 
fabula docet, and thereby in the usefulness, which the work of art is 
able to exercise on the reicpicnt. In this respect the Horatian adage 


Et prodesse volunt ct delectare poetae 


contains, concentrated into a few words, all that in after times has 
been drawn out as a doctrine of art through every conceivable grade 
of dilution to the last extreme of insipidity. 

In respect, then, to such instruction we have to ask whether the idea 
is that the same ought to be direct or indirect in the work of art, ex- 
plicit or implicit. 

Now if the question at issue is one of general importance to art 
about a universal rather than contingent purpose, such an ultimate 
end, on account of the essential spirituality of art, can only be itself 
of spiritual import; in other words, so far from being of accidental im- 
portance it must be true in virtue of its own nature and on its own 
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account. An end of this kind can only apply to instruction in so far 
as a genuine and essentially explicit content is brought before the 
mind by means of the work of art. From such a point of view we are 
entitled to affirm that it is the function of art to accept so much the 
more of a content of this nature within its compass in proportion to 
the nobility of its rank, and that only in the verity of such a content 
will it discover the standard according to which the pertinency of or 
the reverse of what is expressed is adjudged. Art is in truth the primary 
instructress of peoples. 

But, on the other hand, if the object of instruction is so entirely 
treated as an end that the universal nature of the content presented 
cannot fail to be asserted and rendered bluntly and on its own ac- 
count explicit as abstract thesis, prosaic reflection or genera] maxim, 
rather than merely in an indirect way contained by implication in the 
concrete embodiment of art, then and in that case, by means of such 
a separation, the sensuous, plastic configuration, which is precisely 
that which makes the artistic product a work of art, is merely an otiose 
accessory, a husk, a semblance, which are expressly posited as nothing 
more than shell and semblance. Thereby the very nature of a work of 
art is abused. For the work of art ought not to bring before the im- 
aginative vision a content in its universality as such, but rather under 
the mode of individual concreteness and distinctive sensuous particu- 
larity. If the work in question does not conform to such a principle, but 
rather sets before us the generalization of its content with the express 
object of instruction pure and simple, then the imaginative no less 
than the material aspect of it are merely an external and superfluous 
omament, and the work of art is itself a shattered thing within that 
ornament, a ruin wherein form and content no longer appear as a 
mutually adherent growth. For, in the case supposed, the particular 
object of the senses and the ideal content apprehended by the mind 
have become external to one another. 

Furthermore, if the object of art is assumed to consist in utilitarian 
instruction of this kind, that other aspect of delight, entertainment, 
and diversion is simply abandoned on its own account as unessentidl; 
it has now to look for its substance to the utility of the matter of in- 
struction, to which it is simply an accompaniment. But this amounts 
to saying, that art does not carry its vocation and purpose in itself, but 
that its fundamental conception is in something else, to which it sub- 
serves as a means. Art becomes, in short, merely one of the many 
means, which are either of use, or may be employed to secure, the 
aim of instruction. This brings us to the boundary line where art can 
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only cease to be an end on its own independent account; it is de- 
liberately deposed either to the mere plaything of entertamment, or 
a mere means of instruction. 

(yy) The line of this limit is most emphasized when the question 
is raised as to the end or object of highest rank for the sake of which 
the passions have to be purified or men have to be instructed. This 
goal has frequently in modern times been identified with moral im- 
provement, and the end of art is assumed to consist in this that its 
function is to prepare our inclinations and impulses, and generally to 
conduct us to the supreme goal of moral perfection. In this view we 
find instruction and purification combined. The notion is that art 
by the insight it gives us of genuine moral goodness, in other words, 
through its instruction, at the same time summons us to the process of 
purification, and in this way alone can and ought to bring about the 
improvement of mankind as the right use they can make of it and its 
supreme object. 

With reference to the relation in which art stands to the end of im- — 
provement, we may practically say the same thing as we did about the 
didactic end. It may readily be admitted that art as its principle ought 
not to make the immoral and its advance its end. But it is one thing 
deliberately to make immorality the aim of its presentation and an- 
other not expressly to do so in the case of morality. It is possible to 
deduce an excellent moral from any work of art whatever; but such 
depends, of course, on a particular interpretation and consequently on 
the individual who draws the moral. ‘The defence is made of the most 
immoral representations on the ground that people ought to become 
acquainted with evil and sin in order to act morally. Conversely, it has 
been maintained that the portrayal of Mary Magdalene, the fair sinner, 
who afterwards repented, has seduced many into sin, because art 
makes repentance look so beautiful, and you must first sin before you 
can repent. The doctrine of moral improvement, however logically 
carried out, is not merely satisfied that a moral should be conceivably 
deducible from a work of art through interpretation; on the contrary, 
it would have the moral instruction clearly made to emerge as the sub- 
stantive aim of the work; nay, further, it would deliberately exclude 
from art’s products all subjects, characters, actions, and events which 
fail to be moral in its own sense. For art, in distinction from history 
and the sciences, which have their subject-matter determined for them, 
has a choice in the selection of its subjects. 
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(d) When discussing moral improvement as the ultimate end ac- 
cepted for art it was found that its principle pointed to a higher stand- 
point. It will be necessary also to vindicate this standpoint for art. 

Thereby the false position to which we have already directed atten- 
tion vanishes, namely, that art has to serve as a means for moral ends 
and the moral end of the world generally by means of its didactive 
and ameliorating influence, and by doing so has its essential aim not 
in itself, but in something else. If we therefore continue still to speak 
of an end or goal of art, we must at once remove the perverse idea, 
which in the question, ““What is the end?” will stilt make it include 
the supplemental query, “What is the use?” The perverseness consists 
in this that the work of art would then have to be regarded as related 
to something else, which is presented us as what is essential and ought 
to be. A work of art would in that case be merely a useful instrument 
in the realization of an end which possessed real and independent 
importance outside the realm of art. As opposed to this we must main- 
tain that it is art’s function to reveal truth under the mode of art’s 
sensuous or material configuration, to display the reconciled antithesis 
previously described, and by this means to prove that it possesses its 
final aim in itself, in this representation in short and self-relevation. 
For other ends such as instruction, purification, improvement, pro- 
curing of wealth, struggle after fame and honour have nothing what- 
ever to do with this work of art as such, still less do they determine 
the fundamental idea of it. 

It is then from this point of view, into which the reflective consid- 
eration of our subject-matter finally issues, that we have to grasp the 
fundamental idea of art in terms of its ideal or inward necessity, as it 
is also from this point of view that historically regarded the true ap- 
preciation and acquaintance with art took its origin. For that anti- 
thesis, to which we have drawn attention, did not merely assert its 
presence within the general thought of educated men, but equally 
in philosophy as such. It was only after philosophy was in a position 
to overcome this opposition absolutely that it grasped the funda- 
mental notion of its own content, and, to the extent it did so, the idea 
of Nature and of art. 

For this reason, as this point of view implies the reawakening of 
philosophy in the widest connotation of the term, so also it is the re- 
awakening of the science of art. We may go further and affirm that 
aesthetic as a science is in a real sense primarily indebted to this re- 
awakening for its true origination, and art for its higher estimation. 
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Vv 


1. After the above introductory observations we may now pass on to 
the consideration of our subject itself. We are, however, still within 
the introduction; and being so I do not propose to attempt anything 
more than indicate by way of sketch the main outlines of the general 
course of the scientific inquiry which is to follow it. Inasmuch, how- 
ever, as we have referred to art as issuing from the absolute Idea itself, 
and, indeed, have assigned as its end the sensuous presentation of the 
Absolute itself, it will be incumbent on us to conduct this survey of 
the entire field in such a way, as at least to disclose generally, how the 
particular parts originate in the notional concept of the beauty of art. 
We must therefore attempt to awaken some idea of this notion in its 
broadest significance. 

It has already been stated that the content of art is the Idea, and 
the form of its display the configuration of the sensuous or plastic 
image. It is further the function of art to mediate these two aspects 
under the reconciled mode of free totalitv. The first determinant 
implied by this is the demand that the content, which has to secure 
artistic representation, shall disclose an essential capacity for such dis- 
play. If this is not so all that we possess is a defective combination. A 
content that, independently, is ill adapted to plastic form and ex- 
ternal presentment is compelled to accept this form, or a matter that 
is of itself prosaic in its character is driven to make the best it can of a 
mode of presentation which is antagonistic to its nature. 

The second requirement, which is deducible from the first, is the 
demand that the content of art should be nothing essentially abstract. 
This does not mean, however, that it should be merely concrete in 
the sense that the sensuous object is such in its contrast to all that is 
spiritual and the content of thought, regarding these as the essentially 
simple and abstract. Everything that possesses truth for Spirit, no less 
than as part of Nature, is essentially concrete, and, despite its uni- 
versality, possesses both ideality and particularity essentially within it. 
When we state, for example, of God that he is simple One, the Su- 
preme Being as such, we have thereby merely given utterance to a 
lifeless abstraction of the irrational understanding. Such a God, as He 
is thus not conceived in His concrete truth, can supply no content for 
art, least of all plastic art. Consequently neither the Jews nor the 
Turks have been able to represent their God, who is not even an ab- 
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straction of the understanding in the above sense, under the positive 
mode in which Christians have represented Him. For in Christianity 
God is conceived in His Truth, and as such essentially concrete, as 
personality, as the subjective focus of conscious life, or, more accu- 
rately defined, as Spirit. And what He is as Spirit is made explicit to 
the religious apprehension as a trinity of persons, which at the same 
time are, in their independence, regarded as One. Here is essentiality, 
universality, and particularity, no less than their reconciled unity, 
and it is only a unity such as this which gives us the concrete. And in- 
asmuch as a content, in order to unveil truth at all, must be of this 
concrete character, art makes the demand for a like concreteness, 
and, for this reason, that a purely abstract universal does not 
in itself possess the property to proceed to particularity and external 
manifestation, and to unity with itself therein. 

If, then, a sensuous form and configuration is to be correspondent 
with a true and therefore concrete content, such must in the third 
place likewise be as clearly individual, entirely concrete and a self- 
enclosed unity. This character of concreteness, predicable of both as- 
pects of art, the content no less than the representation, is just the 
point in which both coalesce and fall in with one another. The natu- 
tal form of the human body is, for example, such a sensuous concrete 
capable of displaying Spirit in its essential concreteness and of adapt- 
ing itself wholly to such a presentment. For which reason we must 
quit ourselves of the idea that it is a matter of mere accident that an 
actual phenomenon of the objective world is accepted as the mode in 
which to embody such a form coalescent with truth. Art does not lay 
hold of this form either because it is simply there or because there is 
no other. The concrete content itself implies the presence of external 
and actual, we may even add the sensuous appearance. But to make 
this possible this sensuous concrete, which is essentially impressed 
with a content that is open to mind, is also essentially addressed to 
the inward conscious life, and the external mode of its configuration, 
whereby it is visible to perception and the world of idea, has for its 
aim the being there exclusively for the soul and mind of man. This is 
the sole reason that content and artistic conformation are dovetailed 
one into the other. The purely sensuous concrete, that is external Na- 
ture as such, does not exclusively originate in such an end. The vari- 
ously colored plumage of birds is resplendent unseen; the notes of 
this song are unheard. The Cereus, which only blossoms for a night, 
withers away without any admiration from another in the wilderness 
of the southern forests; and these forests, receptacles themselves of 
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the most beautiful and luxuriant vegetation, with the richest and most 
aromatic perfumes, perish and collapse in like manner unenjoyed. The 
work of art has no such naive and independent being. It is essentially 
a question, an address to the responding soul of man, an appeal to af- 
fections and intelligence. 

Although the endowment by art of sensuous shape is not in this re- 
spect accidental, yet on the other hand it is not the highest mode of 
grasping the spiritually concrete. Thought is a higher mode of present- 
ment than that of the sensuous concrete. Though abstract in a rela- 
tive sense; yet it must not be one-sided, but concrete thinking, in or- 
der to be true and rational. The extent to which a definite content 
possesses for its appropriate form sensuous artistic representation, or 
essentially requires, in virtue of its nature, a higher and more spiritual 
embodiment is a question of difference exemplified at once if we 
compare the Greek gods with God as conceived under Christian ideas. 
The Greek god is not abstract, but individual, and is in close associ- 
ation with the natural human form. The Christian God is also, no 
doubt, a concrete personality, but under the mode of pure spiritual 
actuality, who is cognized as Spirit and in Spirit. His medium of de- 
terminate existence is therefore essentially knowledge of the mind 
and not external natural shape, by means of which His representation 
can only be imperfect, and not in the entire depths of His idea or no- 
tional concept. 

Inasmuch, however, as it is the function of art to represent the 
Idea to immediate vision in sensuous shape and not in the form of 
thought and pure spirituality in the strict sense, and inasmuch as the 
value and intrinsic worth of this presentment consists in the corre- 
spondence and unity of the two aspects, that is the Idea and ics sensu- 
ous shape, the supreme level and excellence of art and the reality, 
which is truly consonant with its notion, will depend upon the degree 
of intimacy and union with which idea and configuration appear to- 
gether in elaborated fusion. The higher truth consequently is spiritual 
content which has received the shape adequate to the conception of 
its essence; and this it is which supplies the principle of division for 
the philosophy of art. For before the mind can attain to the true no- 
tion of its absolute essence, it is constrained to traverse a series of 
stages rooted in this very notional concept; and to this course of stages 
which it unfolds to itself, corresponds a coalescent series, immedi- 
ately related therewith, of the plastic types of art, under the configura- 
tion whereof mind as art-spirit presents to itself the consciousness of 
itself. 
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This evolution within the art-spirit has further itself two sides in 
virtue of its intrinsic nature. First, that is to say, the development is 
itself a spiritual and universal one; in other words there are the def- 
nite and comprehensive views of the world in their series of grada- 
tions which give artistic embodiment to the specific but widely em- 
bracing consciousness of Nature, man, and God. Secondly, this ideal 
or universal art-development has to provide for itself immediate ex- 
istence and sensuous configuration, and the definite modes of this 
art-actualization in the sensuous medium are themselves a totality of 
necessary distinctions in the realm of art—that is to say, they are the 
particular types of art. No doubt the types of artistic configuration on 
the one hand are, in respect to their spirituality, of a general character, 
and not restricted to any one material, and the sensuous existence is 
similarly itself of varied multiplicity of medium. Inasmuch, however, 
as this material potentially possesses, precisely as the mind or spirit 
does, the Idea for its inward soul or significance, it follows that a 
definite sensuous involves with itself a closer relation and secret bond 
of association with the spiritual distinctions and specific types of 
artistic embodiment. 

Relatively to these points of view our philosophy will be divided 
into three fundamental parts. 

First, we have a general part. It has for its content and object the 
universal Idea of fine art, conceived here as the Ideal, together with 
the more elaborated relation under which it is placed respectively to 
Nature and human artistic production. 

Secondly, we have evolved from the notional concept of the beauty 
of art a particular part, in so far as the essential distinctions, which 
this idea contains in itself, are unfolded in a graduated series of par- 
ticular modes of configuration. 

Thirdly, there results a final part which has to consider the particu- 
larized content of fine art itself. It consists in the advance of art to the 
sensuous realization of its shapes and its consummation in a system of 
the several arts and their genera and species. 

2. In respect to the first and second of these divisions it is impor- 
tant to recollect, in order to make al] that follows intelligible, that the 
Idea, viewed as the beautiful in art, is not the Idea in the strict sense, 
that is as a metaphysical Logic apprehends it as the Absolute. It is 
rather the Idea as carried into concrete form in the direction of ex- 
press realization, and as having entered into immediate and adequate 
unity with such reality. For the Idea as such, although it is both po- 
tentially and explicitly true, is only truth in its universality and not as 
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yet presented in objective embodiment. The Idea as fine art, how- 
ever, is the Idea with the more specific property of being essentially 
individual reality, in other words, an individual configuration of real- 
ity whose express function it is to make manifest the Idea—in its ap- 
pearance. This amounts to the demand that the Idea and its forma- 
tive configuration as concrete realization must be brought together 
under a mode of complete adequacy. The Idea as so conceived, a re- 
ality, that is to say, moulded in conformity with the notional concept 
of the Idea, is the Ideal. The problem of such consonancy might, in 
the first instance, be understood in the wholly formal sense that the 
Idea might be any idea so long as the actual shape, it matters not 
what the shape might be, represented this particular Idea and no 
other. In that case, however, the required truth of the Ideal is a fact 
simply interchangeable with mere correctness, a correctness which 
consists in the expression of any significance in a manner adapted to 
it, provided that its meaning is thereby directly discoverable in the 
form. The Ideal, however, is not to be thus understood. According to 
the standard or test of its own nature any content whatever can re- 
ceive adequate presentation, but it does not necessarily thereby 
possess a claim to be the fine art of the Ideal. Nay, more, in com- 
parison with ideal beauty the presentation will even appear defective. 
And in this connection we may once for all observe—though actual 
proof is reserved to a later stage—that the defects of a work of art are 
not invariably to be attributed to defects of executive skill. Defective- 
ness of form arises also from defectiveness of content. The Chinese, 
Hindoos, and Egyptians, for example, in their artistic images, sculp- 
tured deities and idols, never passed beyond a formless condition, or 
a definition of shape that was vicious and false, and were unable to 
master true beauty. And this was so for the reason that their mytho- 
logical conceptions, the content and thought of their works of 
att, were still essentially indeterminate, or only determimate in a 
false sense, did not, in fact, attain to a content which was absolute 
in itself. Viewed in this sense the excellence of works of art is so much 
the greater in the degree that their content and thought is ideal and 
profound. And in affirming this we have not merely in our mind the 
degree of executive mastery displayed in the grasp and imitation of 
natural form as we find it in the objective world. For in certain stages 
of the artistic consciousness and its reproductive effects the desertion 
and distortion of the conformations of Nature is not so much due to 
unintentional technical inexperience or lack of ability, as it is to de- 
liberate alteration, which originates in the mental content itself, and 
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is demanded by the same. From this point of view there is therefore 
imperfect art, which, both in technical and other respects, may be 
quite consummate in its own specific sphere, yet if tested with the 
true notion of art and the Ideal can only appear as defective. Only in 
the highest are the Idea and the artistic presentation truly consonant 
with one another in the sense that the objective embodiment of the 
Idea is in itself essentially and as realized the true configuration, be- 
cause the content of the Idea thus expressed is itself in truth the gen- 
uine content. It is appertinent to this, as already noted, that the Idea 
must be defined in and through itself as concrete totality, thereby es- 
sentially possessing in itself the principle and standard of its particulari- 
zation and definition as thus manifested objectively. For example, the 
Christian imagination will only be able to represent God in human 
form and with man’s means of spiritual expression, because it 1s 
herein that God Himself is fully known in Himself as mind or Spirit. 
Determinacy is, as it were, the bridge to phenomenal presence. 
Where this determinacy is not totality derived from the Idea itself, 
where the Idea is not conceived as that which is self-definitive and self- 
differentiating, it remains abstract and possesses its definition, and 
with it the principle for the particular mode of embodiment adapted 
to itself not within itself but as something outside it. And owing to 
this the Idea is also still abstract and the configuration it assumes 1s 
not yet posited by itself: ‘The Idea, however, which is essentially con- 
crete, carries the principle of its manifestation in itself, and is thereby 
the means of its own free manifestation. Thus it is only the truly con- 
crete Idea that is able to evoke the true emibodiment, and this appro- 
priate coalescence of both is the Ideal. 

3. But inasmuch as in this way the Idea is concrete unity, this 
unity can only enter the artistic consciousness by the expansion and 
further mediation of the particular aspects of the Idea; and it 1s 
through this evolution that the beauty of art receives a totaltty of par- 
ticular stages and forms. Therefore, after we have considered fine art 
in its essence and on its own account, we must see how the beautiful 
in its entirety breaks up into its particular determinations. This gives, 
as our second part, the doctrine of the types of art. The origin of these 
types is to be found in the varied ways under which the Idea is con- 
ceived as the content of art; it is by this means that a distinction in 
the mode of form under which it manifests itself is conditioned. 
These types are therefore simply the different modes of relation which 
obtain between the Idea and its configuration, relations which ema- 
nate from the Idea itself, and thereby present us with the general 
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basis of division for this sphere. For the principle of division must al- 
ways be found in the notional concept, the particularization and di- 
vision of which it is. 

We have here to consider three relations of the Idea to its external 
process of configuration. 

(a) First, the origin of artistic creation proceeds from the Idea 
when, being itself still involved in defective definition and obscurity, 
or in vicious and untrue determinacy, it becomes embodied in the 
shapes of art. As indeterminate it does not as yet possess in itself that 
individuality which the Ideal demands. Its abstract character and one- 
sidedness leaves its objective presentment still defective and con- 
tingent. Consequently this first type of art is rather a mere search after 
plastic configuration than a power of genuine representation. The 
Idea has not as yet found the formative principle within itself, and 
therefore still continues to be the mere effort and strain to find it. We 
may in general terms describe this form as the symbolic type of art. 
The abstract Idea possesses in it its external shape outside itself in 
the purely material substance of Nature, from which the shaping proc- 
ess proceeds, and to which in its expression it is entirely yoked. Natu- 
ral objects are thus in the first instance left just as they are, while, at 
the same time the substantive Idea is imposed upon them as their sig- 
nificance, so that their function is henceforth to express the same, and 
they claim to be interpreted, as though the Idea itself was present in 
them. A rationale of this is to be found in the fact that the external 
objects of reality do essentially possess an aspect in which they are 
qualified to express a universal import. But as a completely adequate 
coalescence is not yet possible, all that can be the outcome of such a 
relation is an abstract attribute, as when a lion is understood to 
symbolize strength. 

On the other hand this abstractness of the relation makes present to 
consciousness no Jess markedly how the Idea stands relatively to natu- 
ral phenomena as an alien; and albeit it expatiates in all these shapes, 
having no other means of expression among all that is real, and seeks 
after itself in their unrest and defects of genuine proportion, yet for 
all that it finds them inadequate to meet its needs. It consequently ex- 
aggerates natural shapes and the phenomena of Nature in every de- 
gree of indefinite and limitless extension; it founders about in them 
like a drunkard, and seethes and ferments, doing violence to their 
truth with the distorted growth of unnatural shapes, and strives vainly 
by the contrast, hugeness, and splendour of the forms accepted to ex- 
alt the phenomena to the plane of the Idea. For the Idea is here still 
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more or less indeterminate, and unadaptable, while the objects of 
Nature are wholly definite in their shape. 

Hence, on account of the incompatibility of the two sides of ideal- 
ity and objective form to one another, the relation of the Idea to the 
other becomes a negative one. The former, being in its nature ideal, 
is unsatisfied with such an embodiment, and posits itself as its inward 
or ideally universal substance under a relation of sublimity over and 
above all this inadequate superfluity of natural form. In virtue of this 
sublimity the natural phenomena, of course, and the human form and 
event are accepted and left simply as they are, but at the same time, 
recognized as unequal to their significance, which is exalted far above 
all earthly content. 

These features constitute in general terms the character of the pnm- 
itive artistic pantheism of the East, which, on the one hand, charges 
the meanest objects with the significance of the absolute Idea, or, 
on the other, compels natural form, by doing violence to its structure, 
to express its world-ideas. And, in consequence, it becomes bizarre, 
grotesque, and deficient in taste, or turns the infinite but abstract 
freedom of the substantive Idea contemptuously against all phenome- 
nal existence as alike nugatory and evanescent. By such means the sig- 
nificance cannot be completely presented in the expression, and de- 
spite all straining and endeavour the final inadequacy of plastic 
configuration to Idea remains insuperable. Such may be accepted as 
the first type of art—symbolic art with its yearning, its fermentation, 
its mystery, and sublimity. 

(b) In the second type of art, which we propose to call “Classt- 
cal,” the twofold defect of symbolic art is annulled. Now the symbolic 
configuration is imperfect, because, first, the Idea here only enters 
into consciousness in abstract determinacy or indeterminateness: and, 
secondly, by reason of the fact that the coalescence of import with 
embodiment can only throughout remain defective, and in its turn 
also wholly abstract. The classical art-type solves both these difficulties. 
It is, in fact, the free and adequate embodiment of the Idea in the 
shape which, according to its notional concept, is uniquely appropri- 
ate to the Idea itself. The Idea is consequently able to unite in free 
and completely assonant concord with it. For this reason the classical 
type of art is the first to present us with the creation and vision of 
the complete Ideal, and to establish the same as realized fact. 

The conformability, however, of notion and reality in the classical 
type ought not to be taken in the purely formal sense of the coales- 
cence of a content with its external form, any more than this was pos- 
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sible in the case of the Ideal. Otherwise every copy from Nature, and 
every kind of portrait, every landscape, flower, scene, and so forth, 
which form the aim of the presentment, would at once become clas- 
sical in virtue of the fact of the agreement it offers between such con- 
tent and form. In classical art, on the contrary, the characteristic fea- 
ture of the content consists in this, that it is itself concrete Idea, and 
as such the concrete spiritual; for it is only that which pertains to 
Spirit which is veritable ideality. To secure such a content we must 
find out that in Nature which on its own account is that which is 
essentially and explicitly appropriate to the spiritual. It must be the 
original notion itself, which has invented the form for concrete spir- 
ituality, and now the subjective notion—in the present case the 
spirit of art—has merely discovered it, and made it, as an existence 
possessed of natural shape, concordant with free and individual spir- 
ituality, Such a configuration, which the Idea essentially possesses as 
spiritual, and indeed as individually determinate spirituality, when it 
must perforce appear as a temporal phenomenon, is the human form. 
Petsonification and anthropomorphism have frequently been abused 
as a degradation of the spiritual. But art, in so far as its function is to 
bring to vision the spiritual in sensuous guise, must advance to such 
anthropomorphism, inasmuch as Spirit is only adequately presented 
to perception in its bodily presence. The transmigration of souls is in 
this respect an abstract conception, and physiology ought to make it 
one of its fundamental principles, that life has necessarily, in the 
course of its evolution, to proceed to the human form, for the reason 
that it is alone the visible phenomenon adequate to the expression of 
intelligence. 

The human bodily form, then, is employed in the classical type of 
art not as purely sensuous existence, but exclusively as the existence 
and natural shape appropniate to mind. It has therefore to be relieved 
of all the defective excrescences which adhete to it in its purely physi- 
cal aspect, and from the contingent finiteness of its phenomenal ap- 
pearance. The external shape must in this way be purified in order 
to express in itself the content adequate for such a purpose; and, fur- 
thermore, along with this, that the coalescence of import and embodi- 
ment may be complete, the spirituality which constitutes the content 
must be of such a character that it is completely able to express itself 
in the natural form of man, without projecting beyond the limits of 
such expression within the sensuous and purely physical sphere of ex- 
istence. Under such a condition Spirit is at the same time defined as 
particular, the spirit or mind of man, not as simply absolute and eter- 
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nal. In this latter case it is only capable of asserting and expressing it- 
self as intellectual being. 

Out of this latter distinction arises, in its turn, the defect which 
brings about the dissolution of the classical type of art, and makes the 
demand for a third and higher form, namely the romantic type. 

(c) The romantic type of art annuls the completed union of 
the Idea and its reality, and occurs, if on a higher plane, to the differ- 
ence and opposition of both sides, which remained unovercome in 
symbolic art. The classical type of art no doubt attained the highest 
excellence of which the sensuous embodiment of art is capable. The 
defect, such as it is, is due to the defect which obtains in art itself 
throughout, the limitations of its entire province, that is to say. The 
limitation consists in this, that art in general and, agreeably to its fun- 
damental idea, accepts for its object Spirit, the notion of which is in- 
finite concrete universality, under the guise of sensuously concrete 
form. In the classical type it sets up the perfected coalescence of 
spiritual and sensuous existence as adequate conformation of both. 
As a matter of fact, however, in this fusion mind itself is not repre- 
sented agreeably to its true notional concept. Mind is the infinite sub- 
jectivity of the Idea, which as absolute inwardness, is not capable of 
freely expanding in its entire independence, so long as it remains 
within the mould of the bodily shape, fused therein as in the exist- 
ence wholly congenial to it. 

To escape from such a condition the romantic type of art once 
more cancels that inseparable unity of the classical type, by securing 
a content which passes beyond the classical stage and its mode of ex- 
pression. This content, if we may recall familiar ideas—is coincident 
with what Christianity affirms to be true of God as Spirit, in contrast 
to the Greek faith in gods which forms the essential and most fitting 
content of classical art. In Greek art the concrete ideal substance is 
potentially, but not as fully realized, the unity of the human and di- 
vine nature; a unity which for the very reason that it is purely immedi- 
ate and not wholly explicit, is manifested without defect under an 
immediate and sensuous mode. The Greek god is the object of naive 
intuition and sensuous imagination. His shape is therefore the bodily 
form of man. The sphere of his power and his being is individual and 
individually limited; and in his opposition to the individual person 
is an essence and a power with whom the inward life of soul is merely 
potentially in unity, but does not itself possess this unity as inward 
subjective knowledge. The higher stage is the knowledge of this 1m- 
plied unity, which in its latency the classical art-type receives as its 
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content and is able to perfectly represent in bodily shape. This eleva- 
tion of mere potentiality into self-conscious knowledge constitutes an 
enormous difference. It is nothing less than the infinite difference 
which, for example, separates man generally from the animal creation. 
Man is animal; but even in his animal functions he is not restricted 
within the potential sphere as the animal is, but becomes conscious of 
them, learns to understand them, and raises them—as, for instance, 
the process of digestion—into self-conscious science. By this means 
man dissolves the boundaries of his merely potential immediacy; in 
virtue of the very fact that he knows himself to be animal he ceases to 
be merely animal, and as mind is endowed with self-knowledge. 

If, then, in this way the unity of the human and divine nature, 
which in the previous stage was potential, is raised out of this imme- 
diate into a self-conscious unity, it follows that the genuine medium 
for the reality of this content is no longer the sensuous and immediate 
existence of what is spiritual, that is, the physical body of man, but 
the self-aware inner life of soul itself. Now it is Christianity—for the 
reason that it presents to mind God as Spirit, and not as the particular 
individual spirit, but as absolute in spirit and in truth—which steps 
back from the sensuousness of imagination into the inward life of rea- 
son, and makes this rather than bodily form the medium and de- 
terminate existence of its content. So also, the unity of the human 
and divine nature is a conscious unity exclusively capable of realiza- 
tion by means of spiritual knowledge, and in Spirit. ‘The new content 
secured thereby is consequently not indefeasibly bound up with the 
sensuous presentation, as the mode completely adequate, but is rather 
delivered from this immediate existence, which has to be hypostatized 
as a negative factor, overcome and reflected back into the spintual 
unity. In this way romantic art must be regarded as art transcending 
itself, albeit within the boundary of its own province, and in the form 
of art itself. 

We may therefore briefly summarize our conclusion that in this 
third stage the object of art consists in the free and concrete presence 
of spiritual activity, whose vocation it is to appear as such a presence 
or activity for the inner world of conscious intelligence. In conso- 
nance with such an object art cannot merely work for sensuous per- 
ception. It must deliver itself to the inward life, which coalesces with 
its object simply as though this were none other than itself, in other 
words, to the intimacy of soul, to the heart, the emotional life, which 
as the medium of Spirit itself essentially strives after freedom, and 
seeks and possesses its reconciliation only in the inner chamber of 
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spirit. It is this mward or ideal world which constitutes the content 
of the romantic sphere: it will therefore necessarily discover its repre- 
sentation as such imner idea or feeling, and in the show or appearance 
of the same. The world of the soul and intelligence celebrates its tri- 
umph over the external world, and, actually in the medium of that 
outer world, makes that victory to appear, by reason of which the 
sensuous appearance sinks into worthlessness. 

On the other hand, this type of art, like every other, needs an ex- 
ternal vehicle of expression. As already stated, the spiritual content 
has here withdrawn from the external world and its immediate unity 
into its own world. The sensuous externality of form is consequently 
accepted and represented, as in the symbolic type, as unessential and 
transient; furthermore the subjective finite spirit and volition 1s 
treated in a similar way; a treatment which even includes the idio- 
syncracies or caprice of individuals, character, action, or the particular 
features of incident and plot. The aspect of external existence is com- 
mitted to contingency and handed over to the adventurous action of 
imagination, whose caprice is just as able to reflect the facts given as 
they are, as it can change the shapes of the external world into a med- 
ley of its own invention and distort them to mere caricature. For this 
external element has no longer its notion and significance in its 
own essential province, as in classical art. It is now discovered in the 
emotional realm, and this is manifested in the medium of that realm 
itself rather than in the external and its form of reality, and is able to 
secure or to recover again the condition of reconciliation with itself in 
every accident, in all the chance circumstance that falls into inde- 
pendent shape, in all misfortune and sorrow, nay, in crime itself. 

Hence it comes about that the characteristics of symbolic art, its 
indifference, incompatibility and severance of Idea from configurative 
expression, are here reproduced once more, if with essential difference. 
And this difference consists in the fact that in romantic art the Idea, 
whose defectiveness, in the case of the symbol, brought with it the de- 
fect of external form, has to display itself as Spirit and in the medium 
of soul-life as essentially self-complete. And it is to complete funda- 
mentally this higher perfection that it withdraws itself from the ex- 
ternal element. It can, in short, seek and consummate its true reality 
and manifestation nowhere but in its own domain. 

This we may take to be in general terms the character of the sym- 
bolic, classical, and romantic types of art, which in fact constitute the 
three relations of the Idea to its embodiment in the realm of human 
art. They consist in the aspiration after, the attainment and tran- 
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scendency of the Ideal, viewed as the true concrete notion of beauty. 

4. In contrast to these two previous divisions of our subject the 
third part presupposes the notional concept of the Ideal, and the uni- 
versal art-types. It in other words consists in their realization through 
specific sensuous media. We have consequently no longer to deal with 
the inner or ideal evolution of the beauty of art in conformity with its 
widest and most fundamental determinations. What we have now be- 
fore us to consider is how these ideal determinants pass into actual ex- 
istence, how they are distinguishable in their external aspect, and how 
they give an independent and a realized shape to every element im- 
plied in the evolution of this Idea of beauty as a work of art, and not 
merely as a universal type. Now it is the peculiar differences imma- 
nent in the Idea of beauty which are carried over by it into external 
existence. For this reason in this third fundamental division these gen- 
eral art-types must themselves supply the basic principle for the articu- 
lation and definition of the particular arts. Or, to put the same thing 
another way, the several species of art possess in themselves the same 
essential differences, which we have already become acquainted with 
as the universal art-types. External objectivity, however, to which 
these types are subjected in a sensuous and consequently specific 
material, necessitates the differentiation of these types into diverse 
and independent modes of realization, in other words, those of par- 
ticular arts. Each general type discovers its determinate character in 
one determinate external material or medium, in which its adequate 
presentation is secured under the manner it prescribes. But, from an- 
other point of view, these types of art, inasmuch as their definition is 
none the less consistent with the fact of the universality of their typi- 
cal import, break through the boundaries of their specific realization 
in some definite art-species, and achieve an existence in other arts no 
less, although their position in such is of subordinate importance. For 
this reason, albeit the particular arts belong specifically to one of these 
general art-types respectively, the adequate external embodiment 
whereof they severally constitute, yet this does not prevent them, each 
after its own mode of external configuration, from representing the 
totality of these art-types. To summarize, then, in this third principal 
division we are dealing with the beauty of art, as it unveils itself in a 
world of realized beauty by means of the arts and their creations. The 
content of this world is the beautiful, and the true beautiful, as we 
have seen, is spiritual being in concrete form, the Ideal; or appre- 
hended with still more intimacy it is the absolute mind and truth 
itself. This region of divine truth artistically presented to sensuous 
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vision and emotion forms the centre of the entire world of art. It is the 
independent, free and divine Image, which has completely appropri- 
ated the externality of form and medium, and now wears them simply 
as the means of its self-manifestation. Inasmuch, however, as the 
beautiful is unfolded here as objective reality, and in this process is 
differentiated into particular aspects and phases, this centre posits its 
extremes, as realized in their peculiar actuality, in antithetical reaction 
to itself. Thus one of these extremes consists of an objectivity as yet 
devoid of mind, which we may call the natural environment of God. 
Here the external element, when it receives form, remains as it was, 
and does not possess its spiritual aim and content in itself, but in an- 
other. The other extreme is the divine as inward, something known, 
as the manifold particularized subjective existence of Deity. It is the 
truth as operative and vital in sense, soul, and intelligence of particular 
persons, which does not persist as poured forth into its mould of ex- 
ternal shape, but returns into the inward life of individuals. The 
Divine is under such a mode at once distinguishable from its pure 
manifestation as Godhead, and passes itself thereby into the variety 
of particularization which belongs to every kind of particular subjec- 
tive knowledge, feeling, perception, and emotion. In the analogous 
province of religion with which art, at its highest elevation, is im- 
mediately connected, we conceive the same distinction as follows. 
First, we imagine the natural life on Earth in its finitude as standing 
on one side; but then, secondly, the human consciousness accepts God 
for its object, in which the distinction between objectivity and sub- 
jectivity falls away; then, finally, we advance from God as such to the 
devotion of the community, that is to God as He is alive and present 
in the subjective consciousness. These three fundamental modifica- 
tions present themselves in the world of art in independent evolution. 

(a) ‘The first of the particular arts with which, according to their 
fundamental principle, we have to start is architecture considered as a 
fine art. Its function consists in so elaborating the external material of 
inorganic Nature that the same becomes intimately connected with 
Spirit as an artistic and external environment. Its medium is matter 
itself as an external object, a heavy mass that is subject to mechanical 
laws; and its forms persist as the forms of inorganic Nature coordi- 
nated with the relations of the abstract understanding such as sym- 
metry and so forth. In this material and in these forms the Ideal is 
incapable of realization as concrete spirituality, and the reality thus 
presented remains confronting the Idea as an external fabric with 
which it enters into no fusion, or has only entered so far as to es- 
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tablish an abstract relation. And it is in consequence of this that the 
fundamental type of the art of building is that of symbolism. Archi- 
tecture is in fact the first pioneer on the highway toward the ade- 
quate realization of Godhead. In this service it is put to severe labour 
with objective nature, that it may disengage it by its effort from the 
confused growth of finitude and the distortions of contingency. By 
this means it levels a space for the God, informs His external environ- 
ment, and builds Him His temple, as a fit place for the concentration 
of Spirit, and its direction to the absolute objects of intelligent life. 
It raises an enclosure for the congregation of those assembled, as a 
defence against the threatening of the tempest, against rain, the hur- 
ricane, and savage animals. It in short reveals the will thus to assem- 
ble, and although under an external relation, yet in agreement with 
the principles of art. A significance such as this it can to a greater or 
less extent import into its material and its forms, in proportion as the 
determinate content of its fabric, which is the object of its operations 
and effort, is more or less significant, is more concrete or more ab- 
stract, more profound in penetrating its own essential depth, or more 
obscure and superficial. Indeed architecture may in this respect pro- 
ceed so far in the execution of such a purpose as to create an ade- 
quate artistic existence for such an ideal content in its very forms 
and material. In doing so, however, it has already passed beyond its 
peculiar province and is diverted into the stage immediately above it 
of sculpture. For the boundary of sculpture lies precisely in this that it 
retains the spiritual as an inward being which persists in direct con- 
trast to the external embodiment of architecture. It can consequently 
merely point to that which is absorbed in soul-life as to something ex- 
ternal to itself. 

(b) Nevertheless, as above explained, the external and inorganic 
world is purified by architecture, it is coordinated under symmetrical 
laws, and made cognate with mind, and as a result the temple of 
God, the house of his community, stands before us. Into this temple, 
in the second place, the God himself enters in the lightning-flash of 
individuality which smites its way into the inert mass, permeating 
the same with its presence. In other words the infinite and no longer 
purely symmetrical form belonging to intelligence brings as it were to 
a focus and informs the shape in which it is most at home. This is the 
task of sculpture. In so far as in it the inward life of Spirit, to which 
the art of architecture can merely point a way to, makes its dwelling 
within the sensuous shape and its external material, and to the extent 
that these two sides come into plastic communion with one another in 
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such a manner that neither is predominant, sculpture receives as its 
fundamental type the classical art-form. 

For this reason the sensuous element on its own account admits 
of no expression here which is not affected by spiritual affinities, 
just as, conversely, sculpture can reproduce with completeness no spit- 
itual content, which does not maintain throughout adequate presen- 
tation to perception in bodily form. What sculpture, in short, has to 
do is to make the presence of Spirit stand before us in its bodily shape 
and in immediate union therewith at rest and in blessedness; and 
this form has to be made vital by means of the content of spiritual in- 
dividuality. The external sensuous material is consequently no longer 
elaborated either in conformity with its mechanical quality alone, as 
a mass of weight, nor in shapes of the inorganic world simply, nor in 
entire indifference to colour, etc. It is carried into the ideal forms of 
the human figure, and, we may add, in the completeness of all three 
spatial dimensions. In other words and relatively to such a process we 
must maintain for sculpture that in it the inward or ideal content of 
Spirit are first revealed in their eternal repose and essential self- 
stability. To such repose and unity with itself there can only corte- 
spond that external shape which itself persists in such unity and re- 
pose. And this condition is satisfied by configuration viewed in its 
abstract spatiality. The spirit which sculpture represents is that which 
is essentially sound, not broken up in the play of chance conceits 
and passions; and for this reason its external form also is not dis- 
solved in the manifold variety of appearance, but exhibits itself under 
this one presentment only as the abstraction of space in the totality of 
its dimensions. 

Assuming, then, that the art of architecture has executed its temple, 
and the hand of sculpture has placed therein the image of the god, 
we have in the third place to assume the community of the faithful as 
confronting the god thus presented to vision in the wide chambers of 
his dwelling-place. Now this community is the spiritual reflection into 
its own world of that sensuous presence, the subjective and inward 
animating life of soul, in its union with which, both for the artistic 
content and the external material which manifests it, the determining 
principle may be identified with particularization in varied shapes 
and qualities, individualization and the life of soul which they imply. 
The downright and solid fact of unity the god possesses in sculpture 
breaks up into the multiplicity of a world of particular souls, whose 
union is no longer sensuous but wholly ideal. 

Here for the first time God Himself is revealed as veritably Spint— 
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viz., the Spirit revealed in His community. Here at last He is seen ap- 
prehended as this moving to-and-fro, as this alternation between His 
own essential unity and His realization in the knowledge of individ- 
ual persons and that separation which it involves, as also in the uni- 
versal spiritual being and union of the many. In such a community 
God is disengaged from the abstraction of His unfolded self-seclusion 
and self-identity, no less than from the immediate absorption in bod- 
ily shape, in which He is presented by sculpture. He is, in a word, 
lifted into the actual sphere of spiritual existence and knowledge, into 
the reflected appearance, whose manifestation is essentially inward 
and the life of heart and soul. Thereby the higher content is now the 
nature of Spirit, and that in its ultimate or absolute shape. But at the 
same time the separation to which we have alluded displays this as 
particular spiritual being, a specific emotional life. Moreover, for the 
reason that the main thing here is not the untroubled repose of the 
God in himself, but his manifestation simply, the Being which 1s for 
another, self-revealment in fact, it follows that, on the plane we have 
now reached, all the varied content of human subjectivity in its vital 
movement and activity, whether viewed as passion, action, or event, 
or more generally the wide realm of human feeling, volition and its 
discontinuance, become one and all for their own sake objects of ar- 
tistic representation. 

Agreeably with such a content the sensuous element of art has 
likewise to show itself potentially adapted to such particularization 
and the display of such an inward content of heart and mind. Media 
of this description are supplied by colour, musical tones, and finally in 
sound as mere sign for ideal perceptions and conceptions; and we 
further obtain the means of realizing with the use of such media a 
content of this kind in the arts of painting, music, and poetry. 
Throughout this sphere the sensuous medium is found to be essen- 
tially disparate in itself and throughout posited as ideal. In this way it 
responds in the highest degree to the fundamentally spiritual content 
of art, and the coalescence of spiritual significance and sensuous ma- 
terial attains a more intimate union than was possible either in archi- 
tecture or sculpture. At the same time such a union is necessarily 
more near to soul-life, leaning exclusively to the subjective side of 
human experience; one which, in so far as form and content are thus 
constrained to particularization and to posit their result as ideal, can 
only be actually effected at the expense of the objective universality of 
the content as also of the fusion with the immediately sensuous 
medium. 
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The arts, then, which are lifted into a higher strain of ideality, 
abandoning as they do the symbolism of architecture and the classical 
Ideal of sculpture, accept their predominant type from the romantic 
art-form; and these are the arts most fitted to express its mode of con- 
figuration. They are, however, a totality of arts, because the romantic 
type is itself essentially the most concrete. 

(c) The articulation of this third sphere of the particular arts may 
be fixed as follows: 

(a) The first art which comes next to sculpture is that of painting. 
It avails itself for a medium of its content and the plastic configura- 
tion of the same of visibility as such, to the extent that it is differenti- 
ated in its own nature, in other words is defined in the continuity of 
colour. No doubt the material of architecture and sculpture is likewise 
both visible and coloured. It is, however, not, as in painting, visi- 
bility in its pure nature, not the essentially simple light, which by its 
differentiating of itself in its opposition to darkness, and in associa- 
tion with that darkness gives rise to colour. This quality of visibility 
made essentially ideal and treated as such no longer either requires, 
as in architecture, the abstractly mechanical qualities of mass as ap- 
propriate to materials of weight, nor, as is the case with sculpture, the 
complete dimensuration of spatial condition, even when concen- 
trated into organic forms. The visibility and the making apparent, 
which belong to painting, possess differences of quality under a 
more ideal mode—that is, in the specific varieties of colour—which 
liberates art from the objective totality of spatial condition, by being 
limited to a plane surface. 

On the other hand the content also attains the widest compass of 
particularity. Whatever can find a place in the human heart, as emo- 
tion, idea, and purpose, whatever it is capable of actually shaping—all 
such diversity may form part of the varied presentations of painting. 
The entire world of particular existence, from the most exalted em- 
bodiment of mind to the most insignificant natural fact, finds a place 
here. For it is possible even for finite Nature, in its particular scenes 
and phenomena, to form part of such artistic display, provided only 
that we have some reference to conscious life which makes it akin to 
human thought and emotion. 

(8) The second art which continues the further realization of the 
romantic type and forms a distinct contrast to painting is that of mu- 
sic. Its medium, albeit still sensuous, yet proceeds into still pro- 
founder subjectivity and particularization. We have here, too, the de- 
liberate treatment of the sensuous medium as ideal, and it consists in 
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the negation and idealization into the isolated unity of a single point, 
the indifferent external collocation of space, whose complete appear- 
ance is retained by painting and deliberately feigned in its complete- 
ness. This isolated point, viewed as this process of negation, is an 
essentially concrete and active process of cancellation within the de- 
terminate substance of the material medium, viewed, that is, as mo- 
tion and vibration of the material object within itself and in its rela- 
tion to itself. Such an inchoate ideality of matter, which no longer 
appears under the form of space, but as temporal ideality, is sound or 
tone. We have here the sensuous set down as negated, and its abstract 
visibility converted into audibility. In other words sound liberates the 
ideal content from its fetters in the material substance. This earliest 
secured inwardness of matter and impregnation of it with soul-life 
supplies the medium for the intimacy and soul of Spirit—itself as yet 
indefinite—permitting, as it does, the echo and reverberation of man’s 
emotional world through its entire range of feelings and passions. In 
this way music forms the centre of the romantic arts, just as sculpture 
represents the midway point of arrest between architecture and the 
arts of the romantic subjectivity. Thus, too, it forms the point of 
transition between the abstract, spatial sensuousness of painting and 
the abstract spirituality of poetry. Music carries within itself, like ar- 
chitecture, and in contrast to the emotional world simply and its in- 
ward self-seclusion, a relation of quantity conformable to the principles 
of the understanding and their modes of coordinated configuration. 
(y) We must look for our third and most spintual type of artistic 
presentation among the romantic arts in that of poetry. The supreme 
characteristic of poetry consists in the power with which it brings into 
vassalage of the mind and its conceptions the sensuous element from 
which music and painting began to liberate art. For sound, the only 
remaining external material retained by poetry, is in it no longer the 
feeling of the sonorous itself, but is a mere sign without independent 
significance. And it is, moreover, a sign of idea which has become es- 
sentially concrete, and not merely of indefinite feeling and its subtle 
modes and gradations. And this is how sound develops into the Word, 
as essentially articulate voice, whose intention it is to indicate ideas 
and thoughts. The purely negative moment to which music advanced 
now asserts itself as the wholly concrete point, the point which is 
mind itself, the self-conscious individual, which produces from itself 
the infinite expansion of its ideas and unites the same with the tem- 
poral condition of sound. Yet this sensuous element, which was still 
in music immediately united to emotion, is in poetry separated from 
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the content of consciousness. Mind, in short, here determines this 
content for its own sake and apart from all else into the content of 
idea; to express such idea it no doubt avails itself of sound, but 
employs it merely as a sign without independent worth or substance. 
Thus viewed, the sound here may be just as well reproduced by the 
mere letter, for the audible, like the visible, is here reduced to a 
mere indication of mind. For this reason, the true medium of po- 
etical representation is the poetical imagination and the intellectual 
presentation itself; and inasmuch as this element is common to all 
types of art it follows that poetry is a common thread through them 
all, and is developed independently in each. Poetry is, in short, the 
universal art of the mind, which has become essentially free, and 
which is not fettered in its realization to an externally sensuous ma- 
terial, but which is creatively active in the space and time belonging 
to the inner world of ideas and emotion. Yet it is precisely in this its 
highest phase, that art terminates, by transcending itself; it is just here 
that it deserts the medium of a harmonious presentation of mind in 
sensuous shape and passes from the poetry of imaginative idea into 
the prose of thought. 

Such we may accept as the articulate totality of the particular arts; 
they are the external art of architecture, the objective art of sculpture 
and the subjective arts of painting, music, and poetry. Many other 
classifications than these have been attempted, for a work of art pre- 
sents such a wealth of aspects, that it is quite possible, as has fre- 
quently been the case, to make first one and then another the basis 
of division. For instance, you may take the sensuous medium simply. 
Architecture may then be viewed as a kind of crystallization; sculpture, 
as the organic configuration of material in its sensuous and spatial 
totality; painting as the coloured surface and line, while in music, 
space, as such, passes over into the point or moment of time replete 
with content in itself, until we come finally to poetry, where the 
external medium is wholly suppressed into insignificance. Or, again, 
these differences have been viewed with reference to their purely ab- 
stract conditions of space and time. Such abstract divisions of works 
of art may, as their medium also may be consequentially traced in 
their characteristic features. ‘They cannot, however, be worked out as 
the final and fundamental principle, because such aspects themselves 
derive their origins from a higher principle, and must therefore fall 
into subordination thereto. 

This higher principle we have discovered in the types of art— 
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symbolic, classical, and romantic—which are the universal stages or 
phases of the Idea of beauty itself. 

Their relation to the individual arts in their concrete manifestation 
as embodiment is of a kind that these arts constitute the real and pos- 
itive existence of these general art-types. For symbolic art attains its 
most adequate realization and most pertinent application in archt- 
tecture, in which it expatiates in the full import of its notion, and is 
not as yet depreciated, as it were, into the merely inorganic nature 
dealt with by some other art. The classical type of art finds its unfet- 
tered realization, on the other hand, in sculpture, treating architecture 
merely as the enclosure which surrounds it, and being unable to elabo- 
rate painting and music into the wholly adequate forms of its con- 
tent. Finally, the romantic art-type is supreme in the products of 
painting and music, and likewise in poetical composition, as their 
pre-eminent and unconditionally adequate modes of expression. Po- 
etry is, however, conformable to all types of the beautiful, and its 
embrace reaches them all for the reason that the poetic imagination 
is its own proper medium, and imagination is essential to every cre 
ation of beauty, whatever its type may be. 

To sum up, then, what the particular arts realize in particular works 
of art, are according to their fundamental conception, simply the 
universal types which constitute the self-unfolding Idea of beauty. It 
is as the external realization of this Idea that the wide Pantheon of 
art is being raised; and the architect and builder thereof is the spirit of 
beauty as it gradually comes to self-cognition, and to complete which 
the history of the world will require its evolution of centuries. 
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Arthur 
SCHOPENHAUER 


If we think of Kant’s philosophy of art as the culmination of 
eighteenth-century philosophical inquiry, we may think of Schel- 
ling’s philosophy of art as the beginning of the nineteenth- 
century Romantic interpretation of art. It must be remembered 
that Hegel’s lectures on art did not appear until 1835 and that 
between the publications of Schelling and Hegel there appeared 
The World as Will and Idea (first edition 1819, revised edition 
1844). It was, of course, the revised edition that won Schopen- 
hauer so many converts and disciples. While Kant’s work was 
immediately acclaimed, it took twenty-five years before Schopen- 
hauer received serious attention, but now as we read him we see 
the extent to which his voluntarism has characterized art theories 
of our own day. 

Schopenhauer accepts Kantian phenomenalism without ques- 
tion, for he sees it as another version of the essential discovery 
of modern thought originating with Descartes: the world is the 
elaboration of the human mind. But Schopenhauer does not 
accept Kant’s distinction between noumena and phenomena, 
nor does he find the Kantian psychology true. All that man 
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knows lies within his own consciousness, though he may posit 
a knowing subject and an eternal matter as constants behind 
the flux of experience. A little analysis shows us that these are 
but artificial notions, for the self is nothing without conscious- 
ness, matter is nothing without specific events following one 
another in time. Hence the reality which makes these two dead 
concepts alive and meaningful is the cosmic force which enlivens 
them, and this Schopenhauer calls the Will. We cannot find 
reality in self or matter, but only in the Will: this is the thing 
in itself, neither the perceiving subject nor perceived matter, 
but that which manifests both from itself. 

The aesthetic is also a “phenomenon of the brain,” dependent 
upon the peculiarities of the individual who perceives, but re- 
markable in its perfection and harmony. While I may not agree 
with you on what is beautiful, I will find in beauty, as do you, 
the perfection which all else in consciousness lacks. Beauty ts 
“a cathartic to the mind,” lifting us for a moment above the 
tug of desire and the boredom of gratification which are the 
usual conditions of life. Through art the restless will in man 
is momentarily stilled. To Schopenhauer nature unaffected by 
human agents exhibits a quality that human art, since it is 
the work of a person, cannot match. He favors the English 
over the French garden, for it thrives on neglect, and there- 
fore can show us “the objectification of the still unconscious 
will to live.” Where art triumphs over nature is in the pres- 
entation of truth; it shows us the Ideas of the world as they 
really are, i.¢., in perceptible form, and in music it directly repre- 
sents the will itself. In art we see the world which we often try 
to frame, unsuccessfully, in concepts. Art is the highest work of 
the human consciousness, where mind finally realizes itself, for 
through art the artist, possessor of an Idea, communicates it to 
others. Although art can exist only as the perceptible, it releases 
us from the ordinary conceptualization of the world, and allows 
us to know the universal. Schopenhauer insists that art is the 
most universal presentation of reality, while at the same time 
the most specifically sensuous presentation. It is this paradoxical 
joining of the sensuous and the universal which accounts for 
art’s power and gratification. Only the universal in phenomenal 
manifestation could achieve this excellence. 

For Schopenhauer, as for Kant, the art work is the product 
of genius, a peculiar power which enables its possessor to leave 
his own interests, wishes, gims entirely out of sight and thereby 
free himself to create a world in imagination. But the arts cre- 
ated by genius are not all equally successful in bringing us to 
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the truth. There is an unfolding of reality through art which is 
like that described by Hegel. At the most primitive, the Idea 
is expressed in architecture; at the most developed the Idea is 
transcended by music which expresses the will itself. Between 
them occur sculpture, painting, and literature. All of these try 
to depict the world and in so doing fail of complete univer- 
sality. Only music, which leaves the world behind, is able to 
realize the innermost nature of reality. Yet the seeming aban- 
donment of the world is in fact the ability to represent the 
world in its deepest truth, for music ‘‘is thus by no means like 
the other arts, the copy of the Ideas, but the copy of the will 
itself, whose objectivity the Ideas are.” 

Art, by providing us with the apprehension of the Ideas, ena- 
bles us to enter a state of pure objectivity of perception. In this 
state the will is eliminated from subjective consciousness and we 
become a pure will-less subject of knowledge. With the with- 
drawal of subjectivity the possibility of suffering is abolished, the 
will being quieted. We escape from the world and its troubles 
through this pure will-less contemplation. And in the case of 
music we escape from the world through our contemplation of 
it in its deepest reality, the will. Only the asceticism of the saint 
can conquer reality in like manner. Hence for most mortals 
music is the knowledge which in its revelatory power releases us 
most completely from the world which we think under the con- 
cept of the will. With this high valuation, Schopenhauer ex- 
hibits the well-known romantic propensity to see in music the 
ideal condition of art. 

Schopenhauer’s thought has had a profound influence on con- 
temporary philosophy and letters. Nietzsche begins his analysis 
of art with a refinement of Schopenhauer’s position, and San- 
tayana learned as much from Schopenhauer as from Plato. Most 
notable in the influence on writers ts the conception of art pre- 
sented in Thomas Mann’s Doctor Faustus and Felix Krull. 


THE WORLD AS WILL AND IDEA 
SUPPLEMENTS TO THE FIRST BOOK 


Chapter I: The Standpoint of Idealism 


. . . “The world is my idea” is, like the axioms of Euclid, a propo- 
sition which every one must recognise as true as soon as he under- 
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stands it; although it is not a proposition which every one understands 
as soon as he hears it. To have brought this proposition to clear con- 
sciousness, and in it the problem of the relation of the ideal and the 
real, i.e., of the world in the head to the world outside the head, to- 
gether with the problem of moral freedom, is the distinctive feature 
of modern philosophy. For it was only after men had spent their la- 
bour for thousands of years upon a mete philosophy of the object 
that they discovered that among the many things that make the 
world so obscure and doubtful the first and chiefest is this, that how- 
ever immeasurable and massive it may be, its existence yet hangs by 
a single thread; and this is the actual consciousness in which it exists. 
This condition, to which the existence of the world is irrevocably sub- 
ject, marks it, in spite of all empirical reality, with the stamp of 
ideality, and therefore of mere phenomenal appearance. Thus on 
one side at least the world must be recognised as akin to dreams, and 
indeed to be classified along with them. For the same function of 
the brain which, during sleep, conjures up before us a completely ob- 
jective, perceptible, and even palpable world must have just as large a 
share in the presentation of the objective world of waking life. Both 
worlds, although different as regards their matter, are yet clearly 
moulded in the one form. This form is the intellect, the function of 
the brain. Descartes was probably the first who attained to the degree 
of reflection which this fundamental truth demands, and conse- 
quently he made it the starting-point of his philosophy, though pro- 
visionally only in the form of a sceptical doubt. When he took his 
cogito ergo sum as alone certain, and provisionally regarded the ex- 
istence of the world as problematical, he really discovered the essen- 
tial and only right starting-point of all philosophy, and at the same 
time its true foundation. This foundation is essentially and inevitably 
the subjective, the individual consciousness. For this alone is and re- 
mains immediate; everything else, whatever it may be, is mediated 
and conditioned through it, and is therefore dependent upon it. 
Therefore modern philosophy is rightly regarded as starting with Des- 
cartes, who was the father of it. Not long afterwards Berkeley fol- 
lowed the same path further, and attained to idealism proper, 1.¢., to 
the knowledge that the world which is extended in space, thus the ob- 
jective, material world in general, exists as such simply and solely in 
our idea, and that it is false, and indeed absurd, to attribute to it, as 
such, an existence apart from all idea and independent of the know- 
ing subject, thus to assume matter as something absolute and pos- 
sessed of real being in itself. But his correct and profound insight into 
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this truth really constitutes Berkeley’s whole philosophy; in it he had 
exhausted himself. 

Thus true philosophy must always be idealistic; indeed, it must be 
so in order to be merely honest. For nothing is more certain than that 
no man ever came out of himself in order to identify himself directly 
with things which are different from him; but everything of which he 
has certain, and therefore immediate, knowledge lies within his own 
consciousness. Beyond this consciousness, therefore, there can be no 
immediate certainty; but the first principles of a science must have 
such certainty. For the empirical standpoint of the other sciences it is 
quite right to assume the objective world as something absolutely 
given; but not so for the standpoint of philosophy, which has to go 
back to what is first and original. Only consciousness is immediately 
given; therefore the basis of philosophy is limited to facts of con- 
sciousness, i.¢., it is essentially idealistic. Realism which commends 
itself to the crude understanding, by the appearance which it assumes 
of being matter-of-fact, really starts from an arbitrary assumption, 
and is therefore an empty castle in the air, for it ignores or denies the 
first of all facts, that all that we know lies within consciousness. For 
that the objective existence of things is conditioned through a subject 
whose ideas they are, and consequently that the objective world exists 
only as idea, is no hypothesis, and still less a dogma, or even a para- 
dox set up for the sake of discussion; but it is the most certain and 
the simplest truth; and the knowledge of it is only made difficult by 
the fact that it is indeed so simple, and that it is not every one who 
has sufficient power of reflection to go back to the first elements of his 
consciousness of things. There can never be an absolute and inde- 
pendent objective existence; indeed such an existence is quite unin- 
telligible. For the objective, as such, always and essentially has its ex- 
istence in the consciousness of a subject, is thus the idea of this 
subject, and consequently is conditioned by it, and also by its forms, 
the forms of the idea, which depend upon the subject and not on the 
object. | 

That the objective world would exist even if there existed no con- 
scious being certainly seems at the first blush to be unquestionable, 
because it can be thought in the abstract, without bringing to light 
the contradiction which it carries within it. But if we desire to reahse 
this abstract thought, that is, to reduce it to ideas of perception, from 
which alone (like everything abstract) it can have content and truth, 
and if accordingly we try to imagine an objective world without @ 
knowing subject, we become awate that what we then imagine is in 
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truth the opposite of what we intended, is in fact nothing else than 
the process in the intellect of a knowing subject who perceives an ob- 
jective world, is thus exactly what we desired to exclude. For this 
perceptible and real world is clearly a phenomenon of the brain; 
therefore there lies a contradiction in the assumption that as such it 
ought also to exist independently of all brains. 
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The world as idea, the objective world, has thus, as it were, two 
poles; the simple knowing subject without the forms of its knowledge, 
and crude matter without form and quality. Both are completely un- 
knowable; the subject because it is that which knows, matter because 
without form and quality it cannot be perceived. Yet both are funda- 
mental conditions of all empirical perception. Thus the knowing sub- 
ject, merely as such, which is a presupposition of all experience, 
stands opposed as its pure counterpart to the crude, formless, and 
utterly dead (i.e., will-less) matter, which is given in no experience, 
but which all experience presupposes. This subject is not in time, for 
time is only the more definite form of all its ideas. The matter which 
stands over against it is, like it, eternal and imperishable, endures 
through all time, but is, properly speaking, not extended, for exten- 
sion gives form, thus it has no spatial properties. Everything else is in- 
volved in a constant process of coming into being and passing away, 
while these two represent the unmoved poles of the world as idea. The 
permanence of matter may therefore be regarded as the reflex of the 
timelessness of the pure subject, which is simply assumed as the condi- 
tion of all objects. Both belong to phenomena, not to the thing in it- 
self, but they are the framework of the phenomenon. Both are arrived 
at only by abstraction, and are not given immediately, pure and for 
themselves. 

The fundamental error of all systems is the failure to understand 
this truth. Intelligence and matter are correlates, i.e. the one exists 
only for the other, both stand and fall together, the one is only the re- 
flex of the other. Indeed they are really one and the same thing re- 
garded from two opposite points of view; and this one thing, | am 
here anticipating, is the manifestation of the will, or the thing in it- 
self. 
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SUPPLEMENTS TO THE THIRD BOOK 


Chapter XXXIV: On the Inner Nature of Art 


Not merely philosophy but also the fine arts work at bottom towards 
the solution of the problem of existence. For in every mind that once 
gives itself up to the purely objective contemplation of nature a desire 
has been excited, however concealed and unconscious it may be, to 
comprehend the true nature of things, of life and existence. For this 
alone has interest for the intellect as such, i.e., for the pure subject 
of knowledge which has become free from the aims of the will; as for 
the subject which knows. as a mere individual the aims of the will 
alone have interest. On this account the result of the purely objective 
apprehension of things is an expression more of the nature of life and 
existence, more an answer to the question, ““What is life?” Every gen- 
uine and successful work of art answers this question in its own way 
with perfect correctness. But all the arts speak only the naive and 
childish language of perception, not the abstract and serious language 
of reflection; their answer is therefore a fleeting image: not perma- 
nent and general knowledge. Thus for perception every work of art 
answers that question, every painting, every statue, every poem, ev- 
ery scene upon the stage: music also answers it; and indeed more pro- 
foundly than all the rest, for in its language, which is understood with 
absolute directness, but which is yet untranslatable into that of the 
reason, the inner nature of all life and existence expresses itself. Thus 
all the other arts hold up to the questioner a perceptible image, and 
say, “Look here, this is life.” Their answer, however correct it may be, 
will yet always afford merely a temporary, not a complete and final, 
satisfaction. For they always give merely a fragment, an example in- 
stead of the rule, not the whole, which can only be given in the uni- 
versality of the conception. For this, therefore, thus for reflection and 
in the abstract, to give an answer which just on that account shall be 
permanent and suffice for always, is the task of philosophy. However, 
we see here upon what the relationship of philosophy to the fine arts 
rests, and can conclude from that to what extent the capacity of both, 
although in its direction and in secondary matters very different, 1s yet 
in its root the same. 

Every work of art accordingly really aims at showing us life and 
things as they are in truth, but cannot be directly discerned by every 
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one through the mist of objective and subjective contingencies. Art 
takes away this mist. 

The works of the poets, sculptors, and representative artists in 
general contain an unacknowledged treasure of profound wisdom, 
just because out of them the wisdom of the nature of things itself 
speaks, whose utterances they merely interpret by illustrations and 
purer repetitions, On this account, however, every one who reads the 
poem or looks at the picture must certainly contribute out of his own 
means to bring that wisdom to light; accordingly he comprehends 
only so much of it as his capacity and culture admit of; as in the deep 
sea each sailor only lets down the lead as far as the length of the line 
will allow. Before a picture, as before a prince, every one must stand, 
waiting to see whether and what it will speak to him; and, as in the 
case of a prince, so here he must not himself address it, for then he 
would only hear himself. It follows from all this that in the works of 
the representative arts all truth is certainly contained, yet only virtu- 
aliter or implicite; philosophy, on the other hand, endeavours to sup- 
ply the same truth actualiter and explicite, and therefore, in this 
sense, is related to art as wine to grapes. What it promises to supply 
would be, as it were, an already realised and clear gain, a firm and 
abiding possession; while that which proceeds from the achievements 
and works of art is one which has constantly to be reproduced anew. 
Therefore, however, it makes demands, not only upon those who pro- 
duce its works, but also upon those who are to enjoy them which 
are discouraging and hard to comply with. Therefore its public re- 
mains small, while that of art is large. 

The co-operation of the beholder, which is referred to above, as 
demanded for the enjoyment of a work of art, depends partly upon 
the fact that every work of art can only produce its effect through the 
medium of the fancy; therefore it must excite this, and can never al- 
low it to be left out of the play and remain inactive. This is a condi- 
tion of the aesthetic effect, and therefore a fundamental law of all 
fine arts. But it follows from this that, through the work of art, every- 
thing must not be directly given to the senses, but rather only so 
much as is demanded to lead the fancy on to the right path; some- 
thing, and indeed the ultimate thing, must always be left over for 
the fancy to do. Even the author must always leave something over 
for the reader to think; for Voltaire has very rightly said, “Le secret 
d’étre ennuyeux, c’est de tout dire.” But besides this, in art the best of 
all is too spiritual to be given directly to the senses; it must be born 
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in the imagination of the beholder, although begotten by the work of 
art. It depends upon this that the sketches of great masters often ef- 
fect more than their finished pictures; although another advantage 
certainly contributes to this, namely, that they are completed off- 
hand in the moment of conception; while the perfected painting is 
only produced through continued effort, by means of skilful delibera- 
tion and persistent intention, for the inspiration cannot last till it is 
completed. From the fundamental aesthetical law we are speaking of, 
it is further to be explained why wax figures never produce an aes: 
thetic effect, and therefore are not properly works of fine art, al- 
though it is just in them that the imitation of nature is able to reach 
its highest grade. For they leave nothing for the imagination to do. 
Sculpture gives merely the form without the colour; painting gives 
the colour, but the mere appearance of the form; thus both appeal to 
the imagination of the beholder. The wax figure, on the other hand, 
gives all, form and colour at once; whence arises the appearance of 
reality, and the imagination is left out of account. Poetry, on the con- 
trary, appeals indeed to the imagination alone, which it sets in action 
by means of mere words. 

An arbitrary playing with the means of art without a proper knowl- 
edge of the end is, in every art, the fundamental characteristic of the 
dabbler. Such a man shows himself in the pillars that support nothing, 
aimless volutes, juttings and projections of bad architecture, in the 
meaningless runs and figures, together with the aimless noise of bad 
music, in the jingling of the rhymes of senseless poetry, &c. 

It follows from the preceding chapter, and from my whole view of 
art, that its aim is the facilitating of the knowledge of the Ideas of the 
world (in the Platonic sense, the only one which I recognise for the 
word Idea). The Ideas, however, are essentially something perceptible, 
which, therefore, in its fuller determinations, is inexhaustible. The 
communication of such an Idea can therefore only take place on 
the path of perception, which is that of art. Whoever, therefore, is 
filled with the comprehension of an Idea is justified if he chooses 
art as the medium of its communication. The mere conception, on 
the other hand, is something completely determinable, therefore ex- 
haustible, and distinctly thought, the whole content of which can be 
coldly and dryly expressed in words. Now to desire to communicate 
such a conception by means of a work of art is a very useless circumlo- 
cution, indeed belongs to that playing with the means of art without 
knowledge of its end which has just been condemned. Therefore a 
work of art which has proceeded from mere distinct conceptions is al- 
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ways ungenuine. If now, in considering a work of plastic art, or in 
reading a poem, or in hearing a piece of music (which aims at describ- 
ing something definite), we see, through all the rich materials of art, 
the distinct, limited, cold, dry conception shine out, and at last come 
to the front, the conception which was the kernel of this work, the 
whole notion of which consequently consisted in the distinct thinking 
of it, and accordingly is absolutely exhausted by its communication, we 
feel disgusted and indignant, for we see ourselves deceived and 
cheated out of our interest and attention. We are only perfectly satis- 
fied by the impression of a work of art when it leaves something 
which, with all our thinking about it, we cannot bring down to the 
distinctness of a conception. The mark of that hybrid origin from 
mere conceptions is that the author of a work of art could, before 
he set about it, give in distinct words what he intended to present; for 
then it would have been possible to attain his whole end through 
these words. Therefore it is an undertaking as unworthy as it is absurd 
if, as has often been tried at the present day, one seeks to reduce a 
poem of Shakespeare’s or Goethe’s to the abstract truth which it was 
its aim to communicate. Certainly the artist ought to think in the ar- 
ranging of his work; but only that thought which was perceived before 
it was thought has afterwards, in its communication, the power of 
animating or rousing, and thereby becomes imperishable. We shall not 
refrain from observing here that certainly the work which is done at a 
stroke, like the sketches of painters already referred to, the work which 
is completed in the inspiration of its first conception, and as it were 
unconsciously dashed off, like the melody which comes entirely with- 
out reflection, and quite as if by inspiration, and finally, also the lyni- 
cal poem proper, the mere song, in which the deeply felt mood of the 
present, and the impression of the surroundings, as if involuntarily, 
pours itself forth in words, whose metre and rhyme come about of 
their own accord—that all these, I say, have the great advantage of be- 
ing purely the work of the ecstasy of the moment, the inspiration, the 
free movement of genius, without any admixture of intention and 
reflection; hence they are through and through delightful and enjoya- 
ble, without shell and kernel, and their effect is much more inevitable 
than that of the greatest works of art, of slower and more deliberate 
execution. In all the latter, thus in great historical paintings, in long 
epic poems, great operas, &c., reflection, intention, and deliberate selec- 
tion has had an important part; understanding, technical skill, and 
routine must here fill up the gaps which the conception and inspira- 
tion of genius has left, and must mix with these all kinds of necessary 
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supplementary work as cement of the only really genuinely brilliant 
parts. This explains why all such works, only excepting the perfect 
masterpieces of the very greatest masters (as, for example, “Ham- 
let,” “Faust,” the opera of “Don Juan”), inevitably contain an ad- 
mixture of something insipid and wearisome, which in some meas- 
ure hinders the enjoyment of them. Proofs of this are the “Messiah,” 
“Gerusalemme liberata,” even “Paradise Lost” and the “/A®neid”’; and 
Horace already makes the bold remark, “Quandoque dormitat bonus 
Homerus.” But that this is the case is the consequence of the limita- 
tion of human powers in general. 

The mother of the useful arts is, necessity; that of the fine arts su- 
perfluity. As their father, the former have understanding; the latter 
genius, which is itself a kind of superfluity, that of the powers of 
knowledge beyond the measure which is required for the service of 
the will. 


THIRD BOOK: THE WORLD AS IDEA 


Second Aspect: The Idea Independent of the 
Principle of Sufficient Reason 
The Platonic Idea 
The Object of Art 


§ 38. In the aesthetical mode of contemplation we have found two in- 
separable constituent parts—the knowledge of the object, not as in- 
dividual thing but as Platonic Idea, that is, as the enduring form of 
this whole species of things; and the self-consciousness of the knowing 
person, not as individual, but as pure will-less subject of knowledge. 
The condition under which both these constituent parts appear al- 
ways united was found to be the abandonment of the method of 
knowing which is bound to the principle of sufficient reason, and 
which, on the other hand, is the only kind of knowledge that is of 
value for the service of the will and also for science. Moreover, we 
shall see that the pleasure which is produced by the contemplation of 
the beautiful arises from these two constituent parts, sometimes more 
from the one, sometimes more from the other, according to what the 
object of the aesthetical contemplation may be. 

All willing arises from want, therefore from deficiency, and there- 
fore from suffering. The satisfaction of a wish ends it; yet for one wish 
that is satisfied there remain at least ten which are denied. Further, the 
desire lasts long, the demands are infinite; the satisfaction is short and 
scantily measured out. But even the final satisfaction is itself only ap- 
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parent; every satished wish at once makes room for a new one; both 
are illusions; the one is known to be so, the other not yet. No at- 
tained object of desire can give lasting satisfaction, but merely a 
fleeting gratification; it is like the alms thrown to the beggar, that 
keeps him alive to-day that his misery may be prolonged till the mor- 
row. Therefore, so long as our consciousness is filled by our will, so 
long as we are given up to the throng of desires with their constant 
hopes and fears, so long as we are the subject of willing, we can never 
have lasting happiness nor peace. It is essentially all the same 
whether we pursue or flee, fear injury or seek enjoyment; the care for 
the constant demands of the will, in whatever form it may be, con- 
tinually occupies and sways the consciousness; but without peace no 
true well-being is possible. The subject of willing is thus constantly 
stretched on the revolving wheel of Ixion, pours water into the sieve 
of the Danaids, is the ever-longing Tantalus. 

But when some external cause or inward disposition lifts us sud- 
denly out of the endless stream of willing, delivers knowledge from 
the slavery of the will, the attention is no longer directed to the mo- 
tives of willing, but comprehends things free from their relation to 
the will, and thus observes them without personal interest, without 
subjectivity, purely objectively, gives itself entirely up to them so far 
as they are ideas, but not in so far as they are motives. Then all at 
once the peace which we were always seeking, but which always 
fled from us on the former path of the desires, comes to us of its own 
accord, and it is well with us. It is the painless state which Epicurus 
prized as the highest good and as the state of the gods; for we are for 
the moment set free from the miserable striving of the will; we 
keep the Sabbath of the penal servitude of willing; the wheel of Ixion 
stands still. 

But this is just the state which I described above as necessary for the 
knowledge of the Idea, as pure contemplation, as sinking oneself in 
perception, losing oneself in the object, forgetting all individuality, 
surrendering that kind of knowledge which follows the principle of 
sufficient reason, and comprehends only relations; the state by means 
of which at once and inseparably the perceived particular thing is 
taised to the Idea of its whole species, and the knowing individual to 
the pure subject of will-less knowledge, and as such they are both 
taken out of the stream of time and all other relations. It is then all 
one whether we see the sun set from the prison or from the palace. 

Inward disposition, the predominance of knowing over willing, 
can produce this state under any circumstances. This is shown by 
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those admirable Dutch artists who directed this purely objective per- 
ception to the most insignificant objects, and established a lasting 
monument of their objectivity and spiritual peace in their pictures of 
still life, which the aesthetic beholder does not look on without emo- 
tion; for they present to him the peaceful, still, frame of mind of the 
artist, free from will, which was needed to contemplate such insignif- 
cant things so objectively, to observe them so attentively, and to re- 
peat this perception so intelligently; and as the picture enables the 
onlooker to participate in this state, his emotion is often increased 
by the contrast between it and the unquiet frame of mind, disturbed 
by vehement willing, in which he finds himself. In the same spirit, 
landscape-painters, and particularly Ruisdael, have often painted very 
insignificant country scenes, which produce the same effect even more 
agreeably. 

All this is accomplished by the inner power of an artistic nature 
alone; but that purely objective disposition is facilitated and assisted 
from without by suitable objects, by the abundance of natural 
beauty which invites contemplation, and even presses itself upon us. 
Whenever it discloses itself suddenly to our view, it almost always suc- 
ceeds in delivering us, though it may be only for a moment, from 
subjectivity, from the slavery of the will, and in raising us to the 
state of pure knowing. This is why the man who is tormented by pas- 
sion, or want, or care, is so suddenly revived, cheered, and restored by 
a single free glance into nature: the storm of passion, the pressure of 
desire and fear, and all the miseries of willing are then at once, and 
in a marvellous manner, calmed and appeased. For at the moment at 
which, freed from the will, we give ourselves up to pure will-less 
knowing, we pass into a world from which everything is absent that 
influenced our will and moved us so violently through it. This freeing 
of knowledge lifts us as wholly and entirely away from all that, as do 
sleep and dreams; happiness and unhappiness have disappeared, we 
are no longer individual; the individual is forgotten; we are only pure 
subject of knowledge; we are only that one eye of the world which 
looks out from all knowing creatures, but which can become perfectly 
free from the service of will in man alone. Thus all difference of 
individuality so entirely disappears, that it is all the same whether the 
perceiving eye belongs to a mighty king or to a wretched beggar; for 
neither joy nor complaining can pass that boundary with us. So near 
us always lies a sphere in which we escape from all our misery; but 
who has the strength to continue long in it? As soon as any single 
relation to our will, to our person, even of these objects of our pure 
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contemplation, comes again into consciousness, the magic is at an end; 
we fall back into the knowledge which is governed by the principle 
of sufficient reason; we know no longer the Idea, but the particular 
thing, the link of a chain to which we also belong, and we are again 
abandoned to all our woe, Most men remain almost always at this 
standpoint because they entirely lack objectivity, i.e., genius. There- 
fore they have no pleasure in being alone with nature; they need 
company, or at least a book. For their knowledge remains subject to 
their will; they seek, therefore, in objects, only some relation to their 
will, and whenever they see anything that has no such relation, there 
sounds within them, like a ground bass in music, the constant in- 
consolable cry, “It is of no use to me”; thus in solitude the most beau- 
tiful surroundings have for them a desolate, dark, strange, and hostile 
appearance. 

Lastly, it is this blessedness of will-less perception which casts an 
enchanting glamour over the past and distant, and presents them to us 
in so fair a light by means of self-deception. For as we think of days 
long gone by, days in which we lived in a distant place, it is only the 
objects which our fancy recalls, not the subject of will, which bore 
about with it then its incurable sorrows just as it bears them now; but 
they are forgotten, because since then they have often given place to 
others. Now, objective perception acts with regard to what is remem- 
bered just as it would in what is present, if we let it have mfluence 
over us, if we surrendered ourselves to it free from will. Hence it arises 
that, especially when we are more than ordinarily disturbed by some 
want, the remembrance of past and distant scenes suddenly flits 
across our minds like a lost paradise. The fancy recalls only what was 
objective, not what was individually subjective, and we imagine that 
that objective stood before us then just as pure and undisturbed by 
any relation to the will as its image stands in our fancy now; while in 
reality the relation of the objects to our will gave us pain then just 
as it does now. We can deliver ourselves from all suffering just as well 
through present objects as through distant ones whenever we raise 
ourselves to a purely objective contemplation of them, and so are 
able to bring about the illusion that only the objects are present and 
not we ourselves. Then, as the pure subject of knowledge, freed from 
the miserable self, we become entirely one with these objects, and, 
for the moment, our wants are as foreign to us as they are to 
them. The world as idea alone remains, and the world as will has dis- 
appeared. 

In all these reflections it has been my object to bring out clearly 
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the nature and the scope of the subjective element in aesthetic pleas- 
ure; the deliverance of knowledge from the service of the will, the for- 
getting of self as an individual, and the raising of the consciousness to 
the pure will-less, timeless, subject of knowledge, independent of all 
relations. With this subjective side of aesthetic contemplation, there 
must always appear as its necessary correlative the objective side, the 
intuitive comprehension of the Platonic Idea. But before we turn to 
the closer consideration of this, and to the achievements of art in re- 
lation to it, it is better that we should pause for a little at the subjec- 
tive side of aesthetic pleasure, in order to complete our treatment of 
this by explaining the impression of the sublime which depends alto- 
gether upon it, and arises from a modification of it. After that we 
shall complete our investigation of aesthetic pleasure by considering 
its objective side. 
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§ 39. All these reflections are intended to bring out the subjective 
part of aesthetic pleasure; that is to say, that pleasure so far as it 
consists simply of delight in perceptive knowledge as such, in opposi- 
tion to will. And as directly connected with this, there naturally fol- 
lows the explanation of that disposition or frame of mind which has 
been called the sense of the sublime. 

We have already remarked above that the transition to the state of 
pure perception takes place most easily when the objects bend them- 
selves to it, that is, when by their manifold and yet definite and 
distinct form they easily become representatives of their Ideas, in 
which beauty, in the objective sense, consists. This quality belongs 
pre-eminently to natural beauty, which thus affords even to the most 
insensible at least a fleeting aesthetic satisfaction: indeed it 1s so re- 
markable how especially the vegetable world invites aesthetic observa- 
tion, and, as it were, presses itself upon it, that one might say, that 
these advances are connected with the fact that these organisms, un- 
like the bodies of animals, are not themselves immediate objects of 
knowledge, and therefore require the assistance of a foreign intelli- 
gent individual in order to rise out of the world of blind will and en- 
ter the world of idea, and that thus they long, as it were, for this en- 
trance, that they may attain at least indirectly what is denied them 
directly. But I leave this suggestion which I have hazarded, and which 
borders perhaps upon extravagance, entirely undecided, for only a 
very intimate and devoted consideration of nature can raise or justify 
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it! As long as that which raises us from the knowledge of mere te- 
lations subject to the will, to aesthetic contemplation, and thereby 
exalts us to the position of the subject of knowledge free from will, is 
this fittingness of nature, this significance and distinctness of its 
forms, on account of which the Ideas individualised in them readily 
present themselves to us; so long is it merely beauty that affects us 
and the sense of the beautiful that is excited. But if these very objects 
whose significant forms invite us to pure contemplation, have a hos- 
tile relation to the human will in general, as it exhibits itself in its ob- 
jectivity, the human body, if they are opposed to it, so that it is men- 
aced by the irresistible predominance of their power, or sinks into 
insignificance before their immeasurable greatness; if, nevertheless, the 
beholder does not direct his attention to this eminently hostile rela- 
tion to his will, but, although perceiving and recognising it, turns 
consciously away from it, forcibly detaches himself from his will and 
its relations, and, giving himself up entirely to knowledge, quietly 
contemplates those very objects that are so terrible to the will, com- 
prehends only their Idea, which is foreign to all relation, so that he 
lingers gladly over its contemplation, and is thereby raised above him- 
self, his person, his will, and all will:—in that case he is filled with the 
sense of the sublime, he is in the state of spiritual exaltation, and 
therefore the object producing such a state is called sublime. ‘Thus 
what distinguishes the sense of the sublime from that of the beautiful 
is this: in the case of the beautiful, pure knowledge has gained the 
upper hand without a struggle, for the beauty of the object, z.e., that 
property which facilitates the knowledge of its Idea, has removed from 
consciousness without resistance, and therefore imperceptibly, the will 
and the knowledge of relations which is subject to it, so that what ts 
left is the pure subject of knowledge without even a remembrance of 
will. On the other hand, in the case of the sublime that state of pure 
knowledge is only attained by a conscious and forcible breaking away 
from the relations of the same object to the will, which are recognised 
as unfavourable, by a free and conscious transcending of the will and 
the knowledge related to it. 

This exaltation must not only be consciously won, but also con- 
sciously retained, and it is therefore accompanied by a constant re- 


1] am all the more delighted and astonished, forty years after I so timidly and 
hesitatingly advanced this thought, to discover that it has already been expressed 
by St. Augustine: Arbusta formas suas varias, quibus mundi hujus visibilis structura 
formosa est, sentiendas sensibus praebent; ut, pro eo quod NOSSE non possunt, 
quasi INNOTESCERE velle videantur-—De civ. Dei, xi, 27. 
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membrance of will; yet not of a single particular volition, such as fear 
or desire, but of human volition in general, so far as it is universally 
expressed in its objectivity, the human body. If a single real act of will 
were to come into consciousness, through actual personal pressure 
and danger from the object, then the individual will thus actually in- 
fluenced would at once gain the upper hand, the peace of con- 
templation would become impossible, the impression of the sublime 
would be lost, because it yields to the anxiety, in which the effort of 
the individual to right itself has sunk every other thought. A few ex- 
amples will help very much to elucidate this theory of the aesthetic 
sublime and remove all doubt with regard to it; at the same time 
they will bring out the different degrees of this sense of the sublime. 
It is in the main identical with that of the beautiful, with pure will- 
less knowing, and the knowledge, that necessarily accompanies it of 
Ideas out of all relation determined by the principle of sufficient rea- 
son, and it is distinguished from the sense of the beautiful only by the 
additional quality that it rises above the known hostile relation of the 
object contemplated to the will in general. Thus there come to be 
various degrees of the sublime, and transitions from the beautiful to 
the sublime, according as this additional quality is strong, bold, ur- 
gent, near, or weak, distant, and merely indicated. I think it 1s more 
in keeping with the plan of my treatise, first to give examples of these 
transitions, and of the weaker degrees of the impression of the sub- 
lime, although persons whose aesthetical susceptibility in general is not 
very great, and whose imagination is not very lively, will only under- 
stand the examples given later of the higher and more distinct grades 
of that impression; and they should therefore confine themselves to 
these, and pass over the examples of the very weak degrees of the sub- 
lime that are to be given first. 

As man is at once impetuous and blind striving of will (whose pole 
or focus lies in the genital organs), and eternal, free, serene subject 
of pure knowing (whose pole is the brain); so, corresponding to this 
antithesis, the sun is both the source of light, the condition of the 
most perfect kind of knowledge, and therefore of the most delight- 
ful of things—and the source of warmth; the first condition of life, 
1.¢., of all phenomena of will in its higher grades. Therefore, what 
warmth is for the will, light is for knowledge. Light is the largest 
gem in the crown of beauty, and has the most marked influence on 
the knowledge of every beautiful object. Its presence is an indis- 
pensable condition of beauty; its favourable disposition increases the 
beauty of the most beautiful. Architectural beauty more than any 
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other object is enhanced by favourable light, though even the most 
insignificant things become through its influence most beautiful. If, 
in the dead of winter, when all nature is frozen and stiff, we see the 
rays of the setting sun reflected by masses of stone, illuminating with- 
out warming, and thus favourable only to the purest kind of knowl- 
edge, not to the will; the contemplation of the beautiful effect of the 
light upon these masses lifts us, as does all beauty, into a state of 
pure knowing. But, in this case, a certain transcending of the interests 
of the will is needed to enable us to rise into the state of pure know- 
ing, because there is a faint recollection of the lack of warmth from 
these rays, that is, an absence of the principle of life; there is a slight 
challenge to persist in pure knowing, and to refrain from all willing, 
and therefore it is an example of a transition from the sense of the 
beautiful to that of the sublime. It is the faintest trace of the sublime 
in the beautiful; and beauty itself is indeed present only in a slight 
degree. The following is almost as weak an example. 

Let us imagine ourselves transported to a very lonely place, with 
unbroken horizon, under a cloudless sky, trees and plants in the per- 
fectly motionless air, no animals, no men, no running water, the 
deepest silence. Such surroundings are, as it were, a call to seriousness 
and contemplation, apart from all will and its cravings; but this 1s 
just what imparts to such a scene of desolate stillness a touch of the 
sublime. For, because it affords no object, either favourable or un- 
favourable, for the will which is constantly in need of striving and 
attaining, there only remains the state of pure contemplation, and 
whoever is incapable of this, is ignominiously abandoned to the va- 
cancy of unoccupied will, and the misery of ennut. So far it is a test 
of our intellectual worth, of which, generally speaking, the degree of 
our power of enduring solitude, or our love of it, is a good criterion. 
The scene we have sketched affords us, then, an example of the sub- 
lime in a low degree, for in it, with the state of pure knowing in its 
peace and all-sufficiency, there is mingled, by way of contrast, the rec- 
ollection of the dependence and poverty of the will which stands in 
need of constant action. This is the species of the sublime for which 
the sight of the boundless prairies of the interior of North America 
is celebrated. 

But let us suppose such a scene, stripped also of vegetation, and 
showing only naked rocks; then from the entire absence of that or- 
ganic life which is necessary for existence, the will at once becomes 
uneasy, the desert assumes a terrible aspect, our mood becomes more 
tragic; the elevation to the sphere of pure knowing takes place with a 
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more decided tearing of ourselves away from the interests of the will; 
and because we persist in continuing in the state of pure knowing, 
the sense of the sublime distinctly appears. 

The following situation may occasion this feeling in a still higher 
degree, Nature convulsed by a storm; the sky darkened by black threat- 
ening thunder-clouds; stupendous, naked, overhanging cliffs, com- 
pletely shutting out the view; rushing, foaming torrents; absolute 
desert; the wail of the wind sweeping through the clefts of the rocks. 
Our dependence, our strife with hostile nature, our will broken in the 
conflict, now appears visibly before our eyes. Yet, so long as the per- 
sonal pressure does not gain the upper hand, but we continue in 
aesthetic contemplation, the pure subject of knowing gazes un- 
shaken and unconcerned through that strife of nature, through that 
picture of the broken will, and quietly comprehends the Ideas even 
of those objects which are threatening and terrible to the will. In this 
contrast lies the sense of the sublime. 

But the impression becomes still stronger, if, when we have before 
our eyes, on a large scale, the battle of the raging elements, in such a 
scene we are prevented from hearing the sound of our own voice by 
the noise of a falling stream; or, if we are abroad in the storm of tem- 
pestuous seas, where the mountainous waves rise and fall, dash 
themselves furiously against steep cliffs, and toss their spray high into 
the air; the storm howls, the sea boils, the lightning flashes from black 
clouds, and the peals of thunder drown the voice of storm and sea. 
Then, in the undismayed beholder, the two-fold nature of his con- 
sciousness reaches the highest degree of distinctness. He perceives 
himself, on the one hand, as an individual, as the frail phenomenon 
of will, which the slightest touch of these forces can utterly destroy, 
helpless against powerful nature, dependent, the victim of chance, a 
vanishing nothing in the presence of stupendous might; and, on the 
other hand, as the eternal, peaceful, knowing subject, the condition 
of the object, and, therefore, the supporter of this whole world; the 
terrific strife of nature only his idea; the subject itself free and apart 
from all desires and necessities, in the quiet comprehension of the 
Ideas. This is the complete impression of the sublime. Here he ob- 
tains a glimpse of a power beyond all comparison superior to the in- 
dividual, threatening it with annihilation. 

The impression of the sublime may be produced in quite another 
way, by presenting a mere immensity in space and time; its immeas- 
urable greatness dwindles the individual to nothing. Adhering to 
Kant’s nomenclature and his accurate division, we may call the first 
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kind the dynamical, and the second the mathematical sublime, al- 
though we entirely dissent from his explanation of the inner nature 
of the impression, and can allow no share in it either to moral reflec- 
tions, or to hypostases from scholastic philosophy. 

If we lose ourselves in the contemplation of the infinite greatness 
of the universe in space and time, meditate on the thousands of years 
that are past or to come, or if the heavens at night actually bring be- 
fore our eyes innumerable worlds and so force upon our consciousness 
the immensity of the universe, we feel ourselves dwindle to nothing; 
as individuals, as living bodies, as transient phenomena of will, we feel 
ourselves pass away and vanish into nothing like drops in the ocean. 
But at once there mses against this ghost of our own nothingness, 
against such lying impossibility, the immediate consciousness that all 
these worlds exist only as our idea, only as modifications of the eter- 
nal subject of pure knowing, which we find ourselves to be as soon as 
we forget our individuality, and which is the necessary supporter of all 
worlds and all times the condition of their possibility. The vastness of 
the world which disquieted us before, rests now in us; our depend- 
ence upon it is annulled by its dependence upon us. All this, how- 
ever, does not come at once into reflection, but shows itself merely as 
the felt consciousness that in some sense or other (which philosophy 
alone can explain) we are one with the world, and therefore not op- 
pressed, but exalted by its immensity. It is the felt consciousness of 
this that the Upanishads of the Vedas repeatedly express in such a mul- 
titude of different ways; very admirably in the saying already quoted: 
Hae omnes creaturae in totum ego sum, et praeter me aliud ens non 
est (Oupnek’hat, vol. i, p. 122.) It is the transcending of our own indi- 
viduality, the sense of the sublime. 

We receive this impression of the mathematical-sublime, quite di- 
rectly, by means of a space which is small indeed as compared with 
the world, but which has become directly perceptible to us, and af- 
fects us with its whole extent in all its three dimensions, so as to make 
our own body seem almost infinitely small. An empty space can 
never be thus perceived, and therefore never an open space, but only 
space that is directly perceptible in all its dimensions by means of 
the limits which enclose it; thus for example a very high, vast dome, 
like that of St. Peter’s at Rome, or St. Paul’s in London. The sense of 
the sublime here arises through the consciousness of the vanishing 
nothingness of our own body in the presence of a vastness which, 
from another point of view, itself exists only in our idea, and of which 
we are as knowing subject, the supporter. Thus here as everywhere it 
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arises from the contrast between the insignificance and dependence 
of ourselves as individuals, as phenomena of will, and the conscious- 
ness of ourselves as pure subject of knowing. Even the vault of the 
starry heaven produces this if it is contemplated without reflection; 
but just in the same way as the vault of stone, and only by its apparent, 
not its real extent. Some objects of our perception excite in us the 
feeling of the sublime because, not only on account of their spatial 
vastness, but also of their great age, that is, their temporal duration, 
we feel ourselves dwarfed to insignificance in their presence, and yet 
reve] in the pleasure of contemplating them: of this kind are very 
high mountains, the Egyptian pyramids, and colossal ruins of great 
antiquity. 

Our explanation of the sublime applies also to the ethical, to what 
is called the sublime character. Such a character arises from this, that 
the will is not excited by objects which are well calculated to excite it, 
but that knowledge retains the upper hand in their presence. A man 
of sublime character will accordingly consider men in a purely ob- 
jective way, and not with reference to the relations which they might 
have to his will; he will, for example, observe their faults, even their 
hatred and injustice to himself, without being himself excited to ha- 
tred; he will behold their happiness without envy; he will recognise 
their good qualities without desiring any closer relations with them; 
he will perceive the beauty of women, but he will not desire them. 
His personal happiness or unhappiness will not greatly affect him, he 
will rather be as Hamlet describes Horatio: — 


“, .. for thou hast been, 
As one, in suffering all, that suffers nothing; 
A man that fortune’s buffets and rewards 
Hast ta’en with equal thanks,” &c. (A. 3. Sc. 2.) 


For in the course of his own life and its misfortunes, he will consider 
less his individual lot than that of humanity in general, and will 
therefore conduct himself in its regard, rather as knowing than as suf- 
fering. 

\ 41. The course of the discussion has made it necessary to insert 
at this point the treatment of the sublime, though we have only half 
done with the beautiful, as we have considered its subjective side 
only. For it was merely a special modification of this subjective side 
that distinguished the beautiful from the sublime. This difference was 
found to depend upon whether the state of pure will-less knowing, 
which is presupposed and demanded by all aesthetic contemplation, 
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was reached without opposition, by the mere disappearance of the 
will from consciousness, because the object invited and drew us 
towards it; or whether it was only attained through the free, con- 
scious transcending of the will, to which the object contemplated 
had an unfavourable and even hostile relation, which would destroy 
contemplation altogether, if we were to give ourselves up to it. This 
is the distinction between the beautiful and the sublime. In the ob- 
ject they are not essentially different, for in every case the object of 
aesthetical contemplation is not the individual thing, but the Idea in it 
which is striving to reveal itself; that is to say, adequate objectivity 
of will at a particular grade. Its necessary correlative, independent, 
like itself of the principle of sufficient reason, is the pure subject of 
knowing; just as the correlative of the particular thing is the know- 
ing individual, both of which lie within the province of the principle 
of sufficient reason. 

When we say that a thing is beautiful, we thereby assert that it is 
an object of our aesthetic contemplation, and this has a double mean- 
ing; on the one hand it means that the sight of the thing makes us 
objective, that is to say, that in contemplating it we are no longer 
conscious of ourselves as individuals, but as pure will-less subjects of 
knowledge; and on the other hand it means that we recognise in the 
object, not the particular thing, but an Idea; and this can only hap- 
pen, so far as our contemplation of it is not subordinated to the prin- 
ciple of sufficient reason, does not follow the relation of the object 
to anything outside it (which is always ultimately connected with re- 
lations to our own will), but rests in the object itself. For the Idea and 
the pure subject of knowledge always appear at once in consciousness 
as necessary correlatives, and on their appearance all distinction of 
time vanishes, for they are both entirely foreign to the principle of suf- 
ficient reason in all its forms, and lie outside the relations which are 
imposed by it; they may be compared to the rainbow and the sun, 
which have no part in the constant movement and succession of the 
falling drops. Therefore, if, for example, I contemplate a tree aesthet- 
ically, i.e., with artistic eyes, and thus recognise, not it, but its Idea, 
it becomes at once of no consequence whether it is this tree or its 
predecessor which flourished a thousand years ago, and whether the 
observer is this individual or any other that lived anywhere and at any 
time; the particular thing and the knowing individual are abolished 
with the principle of sufficient reason, and there remains nothing but 
the Idea and the pure subject of knowing, which together constitute 
the adequate objectivity of will at this grade. And the Idea dispenses 
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not only with time, but also with space, for the Idea proper is not 
this special form which appears before me but its expression, its pure 
significance, its inner being, which discloses itself to me and appeals 
to me, and which may be quite the same though the spatial relations 
of its form be very different. 

Since, on the one hand, every given thing may be observed in a 
purely objective manner and apart from all relations; and since, on the 
other hand, the will manifests itself in everything at some grade of its 
objectivity, so that everything is the expression of an Idea; it follows 
that everything is also beauttful. 


{ 43. Matter as such cannot be the expression of an Idea. For, as 
we found in the first book, it is throughout nothing but causality: its 
being consists in its causal action. But causality is a form of the 
principle of sufficient reason; knowledge of the Idea, on the other 
hand, absolutely excludes the content of that principle. We also 
found, in the second book, that matter is the common substratum of 
all particular phenomena of the Ideas, and consequently is the con- 
necting link between the Idea and the phenomenon, or the particu- 
Jar thing. Accordingly for both of these reasons it is impossible that 
matter can for itself express any Idea. This is confirmed a posteriort 
by the fact that it is impossible to have a perceptible idea of matter 
as such, but only an abstract conception; in the former, i.¢., in per- 
ceptible ideas are exhibited only the forms and qualities of which 
matter is the supporter, and in all of which Ideas reveal themselves. 
This corresponds also with the fact, that causality (the whole essence 
of matter) cannot for itself be presented perceptibly, but is merely a 
definite causal connection. On the other hand, every phenomenon of 
an Idea, because as such it has entered the form of the principle of 
sufficient reason, or the principium individuationis, must exhibit itself 
in matter, as one of its qualities. So far then matter is, as we have 
said, the connecting link between the Idea and the principium in- 
dividuationis, which is the form of knowledge of the individual, or the 
principle of sufficient reason. Plato is therefore perfectly right in his 
enumeration, for after the Idea and the phenomenon, which include 
all other things in the world, he gives matter only, as a third thing 
which is different from both (Timaus, p. 345). The individual, as a 
phenomenon of the Idea, is always matter. Every quality of matter is 
also the phenomenon of an Idea, and as such it may always be an 
object of aesthetic contemplation, i.¢., the Idea expressed in it may 
always be recognised. This holds good of even the most universal 
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qualities of matter, without which it never appears, and which are the 
weakest objectivity of will. Such are gravity, cohesion, rigidity, fluidity, 
sensitiveness to light, and so forth. 

If now we consider architecture simply as a fine art and apart from 
its application to useful ends, in which it serves the will and not pure 
knowledge, and therefore ceases to be art in our sense; we can as- 
sign to it no other aim than that of bringing to greater distinctness 
some of those ideas, which are the lowest grades of the objectivity of 
will; such as gravity, cohesion, rigidity, hardness, those universal 
qualities of stone, those first, simplest, most inarticulate manifesta- 
tions of will; the bass notes of nature; and after these light, which in 
many respects is their opposite. Even at these low grades of the objec- 
tivity of will we see its nature revealing itself in discord; for properly 
speaking the conflict between gravity and rigidity is the sole aesthetic 
material of architecture; its problem is to make this conflict appear 
with perfect distinctness in a multitude of different wavs. It solves it 
by depriving these indestructible forces of the shortest way to their 
satisfaction, and conducting them to it by a circuitous route, so that 
the conflict is lengthened and the inexhaustible efforts of both forces 
become visible in many different ways. The whole mass of the build- 
ing, if left to its original tendency, would exhibit a mere heap or 
clump, bound as closely as possible to the earth, to which gravity, the 
form in which the will appears here, continually presses, while rigidity, 
also objectivity of will, resists. But this very tendency, this effort, is hin- 
dered by architecture from obtaining direct satisfaction, and only al- 
lowed to reach it indirectly and by roundabout ways. The roof, for 
example, can only press the earth through columns, the arch must 
support itself, and can only satisfy its tendency towards the earth 
through the medium of the pillars, and so forth. But just by these en- 
forced digressions, just by these restrictions, the forces which reside in 
the crude mass of stone unfold themselves in the most distinct and 
multifarious ways; and the purely aesthetic aim of architecture can go 
no further than this. Therefore the beauty, at any rate, of a building 
lies in the obvious adaptation of every part, not to the outward arbi- 
trary end of man (so far the work belongs to practical architecture), 
but directly to the stability of the whole, to which the position, di- 
mensions, and form of every part must have so necessary a relation 
that, where it is possible, if any one part were taken away, the whole 
would fall to pieces. For just because each part bears just as much as it 
conveniently can, and each is supported just where it requires to be 
and just to the necessary extent, this opposition unfolds itself, this 
conflict between rigidity and gravity, which constitutes the life, the 
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manifestation of will, in the stone, becomes completely visible, and 
these lowest grades of the objectivity of will reveal themselves dis- 
tinctly. In the same way the form of each part must not be determined 
arbitrarily, but by its end, and its relation to the whole. The column is 
the siniplest form of support, determined simply by its end: the 
twisted column is tasteless; the four-cornered pillar is in fact not so 
simple as the round column, though it happens that it is easier to 
make it. The forms also of frieze, rafter, roof, and dome are entirely 
determined by their immediate end, and explain themselves from it. 
The decoration of capitals, &c., belongs to sculpture, not to architec- 
ture, which admits it merely as extraneous ornament, and could dis- 
pense with it. According to what has been said, it is absolutely neces- 
sary, in order to understand the aesthetic satisfaction afforded by a 
work of architecture, to have immediate knowledge through percep- 
tion of its matter as regards its weight, rigidity, and cohesion, and 
our pleasure in such a work would suddenly be very much diminished 
by the discovery that the material used was pumice-stone; for then it 
would appear to us as a kind of sham building. We would be affected 
in almost the same way if we were told that it was made of wood, 
when we had supposed it to be of stone, just because this alters 
and destroys the relation between rigidity and gravity, and conse- 
quently the significance and necessity of all the parts, for these natu- 
ral forces reveal themselves in a far weaker degree in a wooden 
building. Therefore no real work of architecture as a fine art can be 
made of wood, although it assumes all forms so easily; this can only 
be explained by our theory. If we were distinctly told that a building, 
the sight of which gave us pleasure, was made of different kinds of ma- 
terial of very unequal weight and consistency, but not distinguishable 
to the eye, the whole building would become as utterly incapable of 
affording us pleasure as a poem in an unknown language. All this 
proves that architecture does not affect us mathematically, but also 
dynamically, and that what speaks to us through it, is not mere form 
and symmetry, but rather those fundamental forces of nature, those 
first Ideas, those lowest grades of the objectivity of will. The regular- 
ity of the building and its parts is partly produced by the direct adapta- 
tion of each member to the stability of the whole, partly it serves to 
facilitate the survey and comprehension of the whole, and finally, reg- 
ular figures to some extent enhance the beauty because they reveal the 
constitution of space as such. But all this is of subordinate value and 
necessity, and by no means the chief concern; indeed, symmetry is not 
invariably demanded, as ruins are still beautiful. 
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Works of architecture have further quite a special relation to light; 
they gain a double beauty in the full sunshine, with the blue sky as 
a background, and again they have quite a different effect by moon- 
light. Therefore, when a beautiful work of architecture is to be 
erected, special attention is always paid to the effects of the light and 
to the climate. The reason of all this is, indeed, principally that all the 
parts and their relations are only made clearly visible by a bright, 
strong light; but besides this I am of opinion that it is the function of 
architecture to reveal the nature of light just as it reveals that of things 
so opposite to it as gravity and rigidity. For the light is intercepted, 
confined, and reflected by the great opaque, sharply outlined, and vari- 
ously formed masses of stone, and thus it unfolds its nature and quali- 
ties in the purest and clearest way, to the great pleasure of the behold- 
ers, for light is the most joy-giving of things, as the condition and the 
objective correlative of the most perfect kind of knowledge of percep- 
tion. 

Now, because the Ideas which architecture brings to clear percep- 
tion, are the lowest grades of the objectivity of will, and consequently 
their objective significance, which architecture reveals to us, is com- 
paratively small; the aesthetic pleasure of looking at a beautiful build- 
ing in a good light will lie, not so much in the comprehension of the 
Idea, as in the subjective correlative which accompanies this compre- 
hension; it will consist pre-eminently in the fact that the beholder, set 
free from the kind of knowledge that belongs to the individual, and 
which serves the will and follows the principle of sufficient reason, is 
raised to that of the pure subject of knowing free from will. It will con- 
sist then principally in pure contemplation itself, free from all the suf- 
fering of will and of individuality. In this respect the opposite of archi- 
tecture, and the other extreme of the series of the fine arts, is the 
drama, which brings to knowledge the most significant Ideas. There- 
fore in the aesthetic pleasure afforded by the drama the objective side 
is throughout predominant. 

Architecture has this distinction from plastic art and poetry: it 
does not give us a copy but the thing itself. It does not repeat, as they 
do, the known Idea, so that the artist lends his eyes to the beholder, 
but in it the artist merely presents the object to the beholder, and fa- 
cilitates for him the comprehension of the Idea by bringing the actual, 
individual object to a distinct and complete expression of its nature. 

Unlike the works of the other arts, those of architecture are very 
seldom executed for purely aesthetic ends. These are generally subor- 
dinated to other useful ends which are foreign to art itself. ‘Thus the 
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great merit of the architect consists in achieving and attaining the 
pure aesthetic ends, in spite of their subordination to other ends which 
are foreign to them. This he does by cleverly adapting them in a vari- 
ety of ways to the arbitrary ends in view, and by rightly judging which 
form of aesthetical architectonic beauty is compatible and may be as- 
sociated with a temple, which with a palace, which with a prison, and 
so forth. The more a harsh climate increases these demands of neces- 
sity and utility, determines them definitely, and prescribes them more 
inevitably, the less free play has beauty in architecture. In the mild cli- 
mate of India, Egypt, Greece, and Rome, where the demands of ne- 
cessity were fewer and less definite, architecture could follow its aes- 
thetic ends with the greatest freedom. But under a northern sky this 
was sorely hindered. Here, when caissons, pointed roofs and towers 
were what was demanded, architecture could only unfold its own 
beauty within very narrow limits, and therefore it was obliged to make 
amends by resorting all the more to the borrowed ornaments of sculp- 
ture, as 1s seen in Gothic architecture. 

We thus see that architecture is greatly restricted by the demands of 
necessity and utility; but on the other hand it has in them a very 
powerful support, for, on account of the magnitude and costliness of 
its works, and the narrow sphere of its aesthetic effect, it could not 
continue to exist merely as a fine art, if it had not also, as a useful and 
necessary profession, a firm and honourable place among the occupa- 
tions of men. It is the want of this that prevents another art from tak- 
ing its place beside architecture as a sister art, although in an aestheti- 
cal point of view it is quite properly to be classed along with it as its 
counterpart; I mean artistic arrangements of water. For what architec- 
ture accomplishes for the Idea of gravity when it appears in connection 
with that of ngidity, hydraulics accomplishes for the same Idea, when 
it is connected with fluidity, i.e., formlessness, the greatest mobil- 
ity and transparency. Leaping waterfalls foaming and tumbling over 
rocks, cataracts dispersed into floating spray, springs gushing up as 
high columns of water, and clear reflecting lakes, reveal the Ideas of 
fluid and heavy matter, in precisely the same way as the works of 
architecture unfold the Ideas of rigid matter. Artistic hydraulics, how- 
ever, obtains no support from practical hydraulics, for, as a rule, their 
ends cannot be combined; yet, in exceptional cases, this happens; for 
example, in the Cascata di Trevi at Rome. 

§ 44. What the two arts we have spoken of accomplish for these 
lowest grades of the objectivity of will, is performed for the higher 
grades of vegetable nature by artistic horticulture. The landscape 
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beauty of a scene consists, for the most part, in the multiplicity of 
natural objects which are present in it, and then in the fact that they 
are clearly separated, appear distinctly, and yet exhibit a fitting con- 
nection and alternation. These two conditions are assisted and pro- 
moted by landscape-gardening, but it has by no means such a mastery 
over its material as architecture, and therefore its effect is limited. The 
beauty with which it is concerned belongs almost exclusively to na- 
ture; it has done little for it; and, on the other hand, it can do little 
against unfavourable nature, and when nature works, not for it, but 
against it, its achievements are small. 

The vegetable world offers itself everywhere for aesthetic enjoyment 
without the medium of art; but so far as it is an object of art, it belongs 
principally to landscape-painting; to the province of which all the 
rest of unconscious nature also belongs. In paintings of still life, and of 
mere architecture, ruins, interiors of churches, &c., the subjective side 
of aesthetic pleasure is predominant, i.e., our satisfaction does not he 
principally in the direct comprehension of the represented Ideas, but 
rather in the subjective correlative of this comprehension, pure, will- 
less knowing. For, because the painter lets us see these things through 
his eyes, we at once receive a sympathetic and reflected sense of the 
deep spiritual peace and absolute silence of the will, which were nec- 
essary in order to enter with knowledge so entirely into these life- 
less objects, and comprehend them with such love, i.e., in this case 
with such a degree of objectivity. The effect of landscape-painting 
proper is indeed, as a whole, of this kind; but because the Ideas ex- 
pressed are more distinct and significant, as higher grades of the ob- 
jectivity of will, the objective side of aesthetic pleasure already comes 
more to the front and assumes as much importance as the subjective 
side. Pure knowing as such is no longer the paramount consideration, 
for we are equally affected by the known Platonic Idea, the world as 
idea at an important grade of the objectification of will. 

But a far higher grade is revealed by animal painting and sculpture. 
Of the latter we have some important antique remains; for example, 
horses at Venice, on Monte Cavallo, and on the Elgin Marbles, also 
at Florence in bronze and marble; the ancient boar, howling wolves, 
the lions in the arsenal at Venice, also in the Vatican a whole room al- 
most filled with ancient animals, &c. In these representations the ob- 
jective side of aesthetic pleasure obtains a marked predominance over 
the subjective. The peace of the subject which knows these Ideas, 
which has silenced its own will, is indeed present, as it is in all aes- 
thetic contemplation; but its effect is not felt, for we are occupied with 
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the restlessness and impetuosity of the will represented. It is that very 
will, which constitutes our own nature, that here appears to us in 
forms, in which its manifestation is not, as in us, controlled and tem- 
pered by intellect, but exhibits itself in stronger traits, and with a dis- 
tinctness that borders on the grotesque and monstrous. For this very 
reason there is no concealment; it is free, naive, open as the day, and 
this is the cause of our interest in animals. The characteristics of spe- 
cies appeared already in the representation of plants, but showed itself 
only in the forms; here it becomes much more distinct, and expresses 
itself not only in the form, but in the action, position, and mien, yet 
always merely as the character of the species, not of the individual. 
This knowledge of the Ideas of higher grades, which in painting we re- 
ceive through extraneous means, we may gain directly by the pure con- 
templative perception of plants, and observation of beasts, and indeed 
of the latter in their free, natural, and unrestrained state. The objec- 
tive contemplation of their manifold and marvellous forms, and of 
their actions and behaviour, is an instructive lesson from the great 
book of nature, it is a deciphering of the true signatura rerum.’ 
We see in them the manifold grades and modes of the manifestation 
of will, which in all beings of one and the same grade, wills always in 
the same way, which objectifies itself as life, as existence in such end- 
less variety, and such different forms, which are all adaptations to the 
different external circumstances, and may be compared to many vari- 
ations on the same theme. But if we had to communicate to the ob- 
server, for reflection, and in a word, the explanation of their inner 
nature, it would be best to make use of that Sanscrit formula which 
occurs so often in the sacred books of the Hindoos, and is called 
Mahavakya, ie., the great word: “Tat twam asi,” which means, “this 
living thing art thou.” 

§45. The great problem of historical painting and sculpture is to 
express directly and for perception the Idea in which the will reaches 
the highest grade of its objectification. The objective side of the pleas- 
ure afforded by the beautiful is here always predominant, and the 
subjective side has retired into the background. It is further to be ob- 
served that at the next grade below this, animal painting, the charac- 
2 Jakob Bohm in his book, “de Signatura Rerum,” ch. i., § 13-15, says, “There 
is nothing in nature that does not manifest its internal form externally; for the 
internal continually labours to manifest itself. . . . Everything has its language 
by which to reveal itself. . . . And this is the language of nature when everything 
speaks out of its own property, and continually manifests and declares itself, . . . 


for each thing reveals its mother, which thus gives the essence and the will to the 
form,” 
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teristic is entirely one with the beautiful; the most characteristic 
lion, wolf, horse, sheep, or ox, was always the most beautiful also. The 
reason of this is that animals have only the character of their species, 
no individual character. In the representation of men the character of 
the species is separated from that of the individual; the former is now 
called beauty (entirely in the objective sense), but the latter retains 
the name, character, or expression, and the new difficulty arises of rep- 
resenting both, at once and completely, in the same individual. 
Human beauty is an objective expression, which means the fullest 
objectification of will at the highest grade at which it is knowable, the 
Idea of man in general, completely expressed in the sensible form. But 
however much the objective side of the beautiful appears here, the 
subjective side still always accompanies it. And just because no object 
transports us so quickly into pure aesthetic contemplation, as the 
most beautiful human countenance and form, at the sight of which we 
are instantly filled with unspeakable satisfaction, and raised above our- 
selves and all that troubles us; this is only possible because this most 
distinct and purest knowledge of will raises us most easily and quickly 
to the state of pure knowing, in which our personality, our will with 
its constant pain, disappears, so long as the pure aesthetic pleasure 
lasts. Therefore it is that Goethe says: “No evil can touch him who 
looks on human beauty; he feels himself at one with himself and with 
the world.” That a beautiful human form is produced by nature must 
be explained in this way. At this its highest grade the will objectifies 
itself in an individual; and therefore through circumstances and its 
own power it completely overcomes all the hindrances and opposition 
which the phenomena of the lower grades present to it. Such are the 
forces of nature, from which the will must always first extort and win 
back the matter that belongs to all its manifestations. Further, the 
phenomenon of will at its higher grades always has multiplicity in its 
form. Even the tree is only a systematic aggregate of innumerably re- 
peated sprouting fibres. This combination assumes greater complexity 
in higher forms, and the human body is an exceedingly complex sys- 
tem of different parts, each of which has a peculiar life of its own, vita 
propria, subordinate to the whole. Now that all these parts are in 
the proper fashion subordinate to the whole, and coordinate to each 
other, that they all work together harmoniously for the expression of 
the whole, nothing superfluous, nothing restricted; all these are the 
rare conditions, whose result is beauty, the completely expressed char- 
acter of the species. So is it in nature. But how in art? One would sup- 
pose that art achieved the beautiful by imitating nature. But how is 
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the artist to recognise the perfect work which is to be imitated, and 
distinguish it from the failures, if he does not anticipate the beautiful 
before experience? And besides this, has nature ever produced a hu- 
man being perfectly beautiful in all his parts? It has accordingly been 
thought that the artist must seek out the beautiful parts, distributed 
among a number of different human beings, and out of them con- 
struct a beautiful whole; a perverse and foolish opinion. For it will be 
asked, how is he to know that just these forms and not others are 
beautiful? We also see what kind of success attended the efforts of the 
old German painters to achieve the beautiful by imitating nature. 
Observe their naked figures. No knowledge of the beautiful is possible 
purely a posteriori, and from mere experience; it is always, at least in 
part, a priori, although quite different in kind, from the forms of 
the principle of sufficient reason, of which we are conscious a priori. 
These concern the universal form of phenomena as such, as it consti- 
tutes the possibility of knowledge in general, the universal how of all 
phenomena, and from this knowledge proceed mathematics and pure 
natural science. But this other kind of knowledge a priori, which 
makes it possible to express the beautiful, concerns, not the form but 
the content of phenomena, not the how but the what of the phenom- 
enon. That we all recognise human beauty when we see it, but that in 
the true artist this takes place with such clearness that he shows it as 
he has never seen it, and surpasses nature in his representation; this is 
only possible because we ourselves are the will whose adequate objec- 
tification at its highest grade is here to be judged and discovered. 
Thus alone have we in fact an anticipation of that which nature 
(which is just the will that constitutes our own being) strives to ex- 
press. And in the true genius this anticipation is accompanied by 
so great a degree of intelligence that he recognises the Idea in the par- 
ticular thing, and thus, as it were, understands the half-uttered speech 
of nature, and articulates clearly what she only stammered forth. He 
expresses in the hard marble that beauty of form which in a thousand 
attempts she failed to produce, he presents it to nature, saying, as it 
were, to her, “That is what you wanted to say!” And whoever is able to 
judge replies, “Yes, that is it.” Only in this way was it possible for the 
genius of the Greeks to find the type of human beauty and establish 
it as a canon for the school of sculpture; and only by virtue of such an 
anticipation is it possible for all of us to recognise beauty, when it has 
actually been achieved by nature in the particular case. This anticipa- 
tion is the Ideal. It is the Idea so far as it is known a priori, at least half, 
and it becomes practical for art, because it corresponds to and com- 
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pletes what is given a posteriori through nature. The possibility of such 
an anticipation of the beautiful a priori in the artist, and of its recogni- 
tion a posteriori by the critic, lies in the fact that the artist and the 
critic are themselves the “‘in-itself”’ of nature, the will which objectifies 
itself. For, as Empedocles said, like can only be known by like: only 
nature can understand itself: only nature can fathom itself: but only 
spirit also can understand spirit. 

The opinion, which is absurd, although expressed by the Socrates of 
Xenophon (Stobzi Floril, vol. ii. p. 384) that the Greeks discovered 
the established ideal of human beauty empirically, by collecting par- 
ticular beautiful parts, uncovering and noting here a knee, there an 
arm, has an exact parallel in the art of poetry. The view is entertained, 
that Shakespeare, for example, observed, and then gave forth from his 
own experience of life, the innumerable variety of the characters in his 
dramas, so true, so sustained, so profoundly worked out. The impossi- 
bility and absurdity of such an assumption need not be dwelt upon. It 
is obvious that the man of genius produces the works of poetic art by 
means of an anticipation of what is characteristic, just as he produces 
the works of plastic and pictorial art by means of a prophetic anticipa- 
tion of the beautiful; yet both require experience as a pattern or 
model, for thus alone can that which is dimly known a priori be called 
into clear consciousness, and an intelligent representation of it be- 
comes possible. 

Human beauty was explained above as the fullest objectification of 
will at the highest grade at which it is knowable. It expresses itself 
through the form; and this lies in space alone, and has no necessary 
connection with time, as, for example, motion has. Thus far then we 
may say: the adequate objectification of will through a merely spatial 
phenomenon is beauty, in the objective sense. A plant is nothing but 
such a merely spatial] phenomenon of will; for no motion, and conse- 
quently no relation to time (regarded apart from its development), be- 
longs to the expression of its nature; its mere form expresses its whole 
being and displays it openly. But brutes and men require, further, for 
the full revelation of the will which is manifested in them, a series of 
actions, and thus the manifestation in them takes on a direct relation 


3 The last sentence is the German of the il n’y a que l’esprit qui sente Tesprit, of 
Helvetius. In the first edition there was no occasion to point this out, but since 
then the age has become so degraded and ignorant through the stupefying influ- 
ence of the Hegelian sophistry, that some might quite likely say that an antithesis 
was intended here between “‘spirit and nature.” I am therefore obliged to guard 
myself in express terms against the suspicion of such vulgar sophisms. 
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to time. All this has already been explained in the preceding book; it is 
related to what we are considering at present in the following way. As 
the merely spatial manifestation of will can objectify it fully or de- 
fectively at each definite grade,—and it is this which constitutes beauty 
or ugliness,—so the temporal objectification of will, i.2., the action, 
and indeed the direct action, the movement, may correspond to the 
will, which objectifies itself in it, purely and fully without foreign ad- 
mixture, without superfluity, without defect, only expressing exactlv 
the act of will determined in each case;—or the converse of all this 
may occur. In the first case the movement is made with grace, in the 
second case without it. Thus as beauty is the adequate representation 
of will generally, through its merely spatial manifestation; grace is 
the adequate representation of will through its tempora] manifesta- 
tion, that is to say, the perfectly accurate and fitting expression of each 
act of will, through the movement and position which objectify it. 
Since movement and position presuppose the body, Winckelmann’s 
expression is very true and suitable, when he says, “Grace is the proper 
relation of the acting person to the action” (Works, vol. i. p. 258). It 
is thus evident that beauty may be attributed to a plant, but no gracc, 
unless in a figurative sense; but to brutes and men, both beauty and 
grace. Grace consists, according to what has been said, in every move- 
ment being performed, and every position assumed, in the easicst, 
most appropriate and convenient way, and therefore being the pure, 
adequate expression of its intention, or of the act of will, without any 
superfluity, which exhibits itself as aimless, meaningless bustle, or as 
wooden stiffness. Grace presupposes as its condition a true propor- 
tion of all the limbs, and a symmetrical, harmonious figure; for com- 
plete ease and evident appropriateness of all positions and move- 
ments are only possible by means of these. Grace is therefore never 
without a certain degree of beauty of person. The two, complete and 
united, are the most distinct manifestation of will at the highest grade 
of its objectification. 

It was mentioned above that in order rightly to portray man, it is 
necessary to separate the character of the species from that of the in- 
dividual, so that to a certain extent every man expresses an Idea pe- 
culiar to himself, as was said in the last book. Therefore the arts whose 
aim is the representation of the Idea of man, have as their problem, 
not only beauty, the character of the species, but also the character of 
the individual, which is called, par excellence, character. But this is 
only the case in so far as this character is to be regarded, not as some- 
thing accidental and quite peculiar to the man as a single individual, 
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but as a side of the Idea of humanity which is specially apparent in 
this individual, and the representation of which is therefore of assist- 
ance in revealing this Idea. Thus the character, although as such it is 
individual, must yet be Ideal, that is, its significance in relation to the 
Idea of humanity generally (the objectifying of which it assists in its 
own way) must be comprehended and expressed with special promi- 
nence. Apart from this the representation is a portrait, a copy of the 
individual as such, with all his accidental qualities. And even the por- 
trait ought to be, as Winckelmann says, the ideal of the individual. 
That character which is to be ideally comprehended, as the promi- 
nence of a special side of the Idea of humanity, expresses itself visi- 
bly, partly through permanent physiognomy and bodily form, partly 
through passing emotion and passion, the reciprocal modification of 
knowing and willing by each other, which is all exhibited in the mien 
and movements. Since the individual always belongs to humanity, 
and, on the other hand, humanity always reveals itself in the individ- 
ual with what is indeed peculiar ideal significance, beauty must not be 
destroyed by character nor character by beauty. For if the character of 
the species is annulled by that of the individual, the result is carica- 
ture; and if the character of the individual is annulled by that of the 
species, the result is an absence of meaning. Therefore the represen- 
tation which aims at beauty, as sculpture principally does, will yet al- 
ways modify this (the character of the species), in some respect, by 
the individual character, and will always express the Idea of man in a 
definite individual manner, giving prominence to a special side of it. 
For the human individual as such has to a certain extent the dignity of 
a special Idea, and it is essential to the Idea of man that it should 
express itself in individuals of special significance. Therefore we find 
in the works of the ancients, that the beauty distinctly comprehended 
by them, is not expressed in one form, but in many forms of different 
character. It is always apprehended, as it were, from a different 
side, and expressed in one way in Apollo, in another way in Bacchus, 
in another in Hercules, in another in Antinous; indeed the character- 
istic may limit the beautiful, and finally extend even to hideousness, 
in the drunken Silenus, in the Faun, &c. If the characteristic goes so far 
as actually to annul the character of the species, if it extends to the un- 
natural, it becomes caricature. But we can far less afford to allow 
grace to be interfered with by what is characteristic than even beauty, 
for graceful position and movement are demanded for the expression 
of the character also; but yet it must be achieved in the way which 
is most fitting, appropriate, and easy for the person. This will be ob- 
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served, not only by the sculptor and the painter, but also by every 
good actor; otherwise caricature will appear here also as grimace or 
distortion. 

In sculpture, beauty and grace are the principal concern. The spe- 
cial character of the mind, appearing in emotion, passion, alterna- 
tions of knowing and willing, which can only be represented by the 
expression of the countenance and the gestures, is the peculiar sphere 
of painting. For although eyes and colour, which lie outside the 
province of sculpture, contribute much to beauty, they are yet far more 
essential to character. Further, beauty unfolds itself more completely 
when it is contemplated from various points of view; but the expres- 
sion, the character, can only be completely comprehended from one 
point of view. 

Because beauty is obviously the chief aim of sculpture, Lessing tried 
to explain the fact that the Laocoon does not cry out, by saying that 
crying out is incompatible with beauty. The Laocoon formed for Less- 
ing the theme, or at least the text of a work of his own, and both be- 
fore and after him a great deal has been written on the subject. I may 
therefore be allowed to express my views about it in passing, although 
so special a discussion does not properly belong to the scheme of this 
work, which is throughout concerned with what is general. 

\ 49. The truth which lies at the foundation of all that we have 
hitherto said about art, is that the object of art, the representation of 
which is the aim of the artist, and the knowledge of which must 
therefore precede his work as its germ and source, is an Idea in Plato’s 
sense, and never anything else; not the particular thing, the object of 
common apprehension, and not the concept, the object of rational 
thought and of science. Although the Idea and the concept have some- 
thing in common, because both represent as unity a multiplicity of 
teal things; yet the great difference between them has no doubt been 
made clear and evident enough by what we have said about con- 
cepts in the first book, and about Ideas in this book. I by no means 
wish to assert, however, that Plato really distinctly comprehended this 
difference; indeed many of his examples of Ideas, and his discussions 
of them, are applicable only to concepts. Meanwhile we leave this 
question alone and go on our own way, glad when we come upon 
traces of any great and noble mind, yet not following his footsteps 
but our own aim. The concept is abstract, discursive, undetermined 
within its own sphere, only determined by its limits, attainable and 
comprehensible by him who has only reason, communicable by words 
without any other assistance, entirely exhausted by its definition. The 
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Idea on the contrary, although defined as the adequate representa- 
tive of the concept, is always object of perception, and although repre- 
senting an infinite number of particular things, is yet thoroughly de- 
termined. It is never known by the individual as such, but only by 
him who has raised himself above all willing and all individuality to 
the pure subject of knowing. Thus it is only attainable by the man 
of genius, and by him who, for the most part through the assistance 
of the works of genius, has reached an exalted frame of mind, by in- 
creasing his power of pure knowing. It is therefore not absolutely but 
only conditionally communicable, because the Idea, comprehended 
and repeated in the work of art, appeals to every one only according to 
the measure of his own intellectual worth. So that just the most excel- 
lent works of every art, the noblest productions of genius, must always 
remain sealed books to the dull majority of men, inaccessible to them, 
separated from them by a wide gulf, just as the society of princes is in- 
accessible to the common people. It is true that even the dullest of 
them accept on authority recognisedly great works, lest otherwise 
they should argue their own incompetence; but they wait in silence, 
always ready to express their condemnation, as soon as they are al- 
lowed to hope that they may do so without being left to stand alone; 
and then their long-restrained hatred against all that is great and beau- 
tiful, and against the authors of it, gladly relieves itself; for such things 
never appealed to them, and for that very reason were humiliating to 
them. For as a rule a man must have worth in himself in order to recog- 
nise it and believe in it willingly and freely in others. On this rests the 
necessity of modesty in all merit, and the disproportionately loud 
praise of this virtue, which alone of all its sisters is always included 
in the eulogy of every one who ventures to praise any distinguished 
man, In order to appease and quiet the wrath of the unworthy. What 
then is modesty but hypocritical humility, by means of which, in a 
world swelling with base envy, a man seeks to obtain pardon for excel- 
lences and merits from those who have none? For whoever attributes 
to himself no merits, because he actually has none, is not modest but 
merely honest. 

The Idea is the unity that falls into multiplicity on account of the 
temporal and spatial form of our intuitive apprehension; the concept, 
on the contrary, is the unity reconstructed out of multiplicity by the 
abstraction of our reason; the latter may be defined as unitas post rem, 
the former as unitas ante rem. Finally, we may express the distinction 
between the Idea and the concept, by a comparison, thus: the con- 
cept is like a dead receptacle, in which, whatever has been put, actu- 
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ally lies side by side, but out of which no more can be taken (by 
analytical judgment) than was put in (by synthetical reflection); the 
(Platonic) Idea, on the other hand, develops, in him who has compre- 
hended it, ideas which are new as regards the concept of the same 
name; it resembles a living organism, developing itself and possessed 
of the power of reproduction, which brings forth what was not put 
into it. 

It follows from all that has been said, that the concept, useful as it 
is in life, and serviceable, necessary and productive as it is in science, is 
yet always barren and unfruitful in art. The comprehended Idea, on 
the contrary, is the true and only source of every work of art. In its 
powerful originality it is only derived from life itself, from nature, 
from the world, and that only by the true genius, or by him whose mo- 
mentary inspiration reaches the point of genius. Genuine and 1m- 
mortal works of art spring only from such direct apprehension. Just 
because the Idea is and remains object of perception, the artist is not 
conscious in the abstract of the intention and aim of his work; not a 
concept, but an Idea floats before his mind; therefore he can give no 
justification of what he does. He works, as people say, from pure feel- 
ing, and unconsciously, indeed instinctively. On the contrary, imita- 
tors, mannerists, imitatores, servurn pecus, start, in art, from the con- 
cept; they observe what pleases and affects us in true works of art; 
understand it clearly, fix it in a concept, and thus abstractly, and then 
imitate it, openly or disguisedly, with dexterity and intentionally. They 
suck their nourishment, like parasite plants, from the works of others, 
and like polypi, they become the colour of their food. We might carry 
comparison further, and say that they are like machines which mince 
fine and mingle together whatever is put into them, but can never di- 
gest it, so that the different constituent parts may always be found 
again if they are sought out and separated from the mixture; the man 
of genius alone resembles the organised, assimilating, transforming 
and reproducing body. For he is indeed educated and cultured by his 
predecessors and their works; but he is really fructified only by life and 
the world directly, through the impression of what he perceives; there- 
fore the highest culture never interferes with his originality, All imita- 
tors, all mannerists, apprehend in concepts the nature of representative 
works of art; but concepts can never impart inner life to a work. The 
age, i.¢., the dull multitude of every time, knows only concepts, and 
sticks to them, and therefore receives mannered works of art with 
ready and loud applause: but after a few years these works become 
insipid, because the spirit of the age, i.e., the prevailing concepts, in 
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which alone they could take root, have changed. Only true works of art, 
which are drawn directly from nature and life, have eternal youth and 
enduring power, like nature and life themselves. For they belong to no 
age, but to humanity, and as on that account they are coldly received 
by their own age, to which they disdain to link themselves closely, 
and because indirectly and negatively they expose the existing errors, 
they are slowly and unwillingly recognised; on the other hand, they 
cannot grow old, but appear to us ever fresh and new down to the 
latest ages. Then they are no longer exposed to neglect and ignorance, 
for they are crowned and sanctioned by the praise of the few men 
capable of judging, who appear singly and rarely in the course of 
ages, and give in their votes, whose slowly growing number constitutes 
the authority, which alone is the judgment-seat we mean when we ap- 
peal to posterity. It is these successively appearing individuals, for 
the mass of posterity will always be and remain just as perverse and 
dull as the mass of contemporaries always was and always is. We read 
the complaints of great men in every century about the customs of 
their age. They always sound as if they referred to our own age, for the 
race is always the same. At every time and in every art, mannerisms 
have taken the place of the spirit, which was always the possession of 
a few individuals, but mannerisms are just the old cast-off garments of 
the last manifestation of the spirit that existed and was recognised. 
From all this it appears that, as a rule, the praise of posterity can only 
be gained at the cost of the praise of one’s contemporaries, and vice 
versa. 

§ so. If the aim of all art is the communication of the compre- 
hended Idea, which through the mind of the artist appears in such a 
form that it is purged and isolated from all that is foreign to it, and 
may now be grasped by the man of weaker comprehension and no 
productive faculty; if further, it is forbidden in art to start from the 
concept, we shall not be able to consent to the intentional and 
avowed employment of a work of art for the expression of a concept; 
this is the case in the Allegory. An allegory is a work of art which 
means something different from what it represents. But the ob- 
ject of perception, and consequently also the Idea, expresses itself 
directly and completely, and does not require the medium of some- 
thing else which implies or indicates it. Thus, that which in this way is 
indicated and represented by something entirely different, because it 
cannot itself be made object of perception, is always a concept. ‘There- 
fore through the allegory a conception has always to be signified, and 
consequently the mind of the beholder has to be drawn away from 
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the expressed perceptible idea to one which is entirely different, ab- 
stract and not perceptible, and which lies quite outside the work of art. 
The picture or statue is intended to accomplish here what is accom- 
plished far more fully by a book. Now, what we hold is the end of 
art, representation of a perceivable, comprehensible Idea, is not here 
the end. No great completeness in the work of art is demanded for 
what is aimed at here. It is only necessary that we should see what 
the thing is meant to be, for, as soon as this has been discovered, the 
end is reached, and the mind is now led away to quite a different kind 
of idea to an abstract conception, which is the end that was in view. 
Allegories in plastic and pictorial art are, therefore, nothing but hi- 
eroglyphics; the artistic value which they may have as perceptible rep- 
resentations, belongs to them not as allegories, but otherwise. That 
the “Night” of Correggio, the “Genius of Fame” of Hannibal Car- 
racci, and the “Hours” of Poussin, are very beautiful pictures, is to be 
separated altogether from the fact that they are allegories. As allegories 
they do not accomplish more than a legend, indeed rather less. We are 
here again reminded of the distinction drawn above between the real 
and the nominal significance of a picture. The nominal is here the 
allegorical as such, for example, the “Genius of Fame.” The real is 
what is actually represented, in this case a beautiful winged youth, 
surrounded by beautiful boys; this expresses an Idea. But this real sig- 
nificance affects us only so long as we forget the nominal, allegori- 
cal significance; if we think of the latter, we forsake the perception, 
and the mind is occupied with an abstract conception; but the transi- 
tion from the Idea to the conception is always a fall. Indeed, that 
nominal significance, that allegorical intention, often injures the 
real significance, the perceptible truth. For example, the unnatural 
light in the “night” of Correggio, which, though beautifully executed, 
has yet a merely allegorical motive, and is really impossible. If 
then an allegorical picture has artistic value, it is quite sepa- 
rate from and independent of what it accomplishes as allegory. Such 
a work of art serves two ends at once, the expression of a conception 
and the expression of an Idea. Only the latter can be an end of art; 
the other is a foreign end, the trifling amusement of making a picture 
also do service as a legend, as a hieroglyphic, invented for the pleas- 
ure of those to whom the true nature of art can never appeal. It is the 
same thing as when a work of art is also a useful implement of some 
kind, in which case it also serves two ends; for example, a statue 
which is at the same time a candelabrum or a caryatid; or a bas-relief, 
which is also the shield of Achilles. True lovers of art will allow nel- 
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ther the one nor the other. It is true that an allegorical picture may, 
because of this quality, produce a vivid impression upon the feelings; 
but when this is the case, a legend would under the same circum- 
stances produce the same effect. For example, if the desire of fame 
were firmly and lastingly rooted in the heart of a man, because he 
regarded it as his rightful possession, which is only withheld from him 
so long as he has not produced the charter of his ownership; and if 
the Genius of Fame, with his laurel crown, were to appear to such a 
man, his whole mind would be excited, and his powers called into 
activity; but the same effect would be produced if he were suddenly 
to see the word “fame,” in large distinct letters on the wall. Or if a 
man has made known a truth, which is of importance either as a 
maxim for practical life, or as insight for science, but it has not been 
believed; an allegorical picture representing time as it lifts the veil, 
and discloses the naked figure of Truth, will affect him powerfully; 
but the same effect would be produced by the legend: “Le temps 
découvre la verité.” For what really produces the effect here is the 
abstract thought, not the object of perception. 

If then, in accordance with what has been said, allegory in plastic 
and pictorial art is a mistaken effort, serving an end which is entirely 
foreign to art, it becomes quite unbearable when it leads so far astray 
that the representation of forced and violently introduced subtilties 
degenerates into. absurdity. Such, for example, is a tortoise, to repre- 
sent feminine seclusion; the downward glance of Nemesis into the 
drapery of her bosom, signifying that she can see into what is hidden, 
the explanation of Bellori that Hannibal Carracci represents volup- 
tuousness clothed in a yellow robe, because he wishes to indicate that 
her lovers soon fade and become yellow as straw. If there is absolutely 
no connection between the representation and the conception sig- 
nified by it, founded on subsumption under the concept, or associ- 
ation of Ideas; but the signs and the things signified are combined 
in a purely conventional manner, by positive, accidentally introduced 
laws; then I call this degenerate kind of allegory Symbolism. Thus the 
rose is the symbol of secrecy, the laurel is the symbol of fame, the 
palm is the symbol of peace, the scallop-shell is the symbol of pil- 
grimage, the cross is the symbol of the Christian religion. To this class 
also belongs all significance of mere colour, as yellow is the colour of 
falseness, and blue is the colour of fidelity. Such symbols may often 
be of use in life, but their value is foreign to art. They are simply to 
be regarded as hieroglyphics, or like Chinese word-writing, and really 
belong to the same class as armorial bearings, the bush that indicates 
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a public-house, the key of the chamberlain, or the leather of the 
mountaineer. If, finally, certain historical or mythical persons, or 
personified conceptions, are represented by certain fixed symbols, 
these are properly called emblems, Such are the beasts of the Evan- 
gelist, the owl of Minerva, the apple of Paris, the Anchor of Hope, &c. 
For the most part, however, we understand by emblems those simple 
allegorical representations explained by a motto, which are meant to 
express a moral truth, and of which large collections have been made 
by J. Camerarius, Alciatus, and others. They form the transition to 
poetical allegory, of which we shall have more to say later. Greek 
sculpture devotes itself to the perception, and therefore it is aesthett- 
cal; Indian sculpture devotes itself to the conception, and therefore it 
is merely symbolical. 
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§s52. Now that we have considered all the fine arts in the general 
way that is suitable to our point of view, beginning with architecture, 
the peculiar end of which is to elucidate the objectification of will at 
the lowest grades of its visibility, in which it shows itself as the dumb 
unconscious tendency of the mass in accordance with laws, and yet 
already reveals a breach of the unity of will with itself in a conflict 
between gravity and rigidity—and ending with the consideration of 
tragedy, which presents to us at the highest grades of the objectifica- 
tion of will this very conflict with itself in terrible magnitude and dis- 
tinctness; we find that there is still another fine art which has been ex- 
cluded from our consideration, and had to be excluded, for in the 
systematic connection of our exposition there was no fitting place for 
it—I mean music. It stands alone, quite cut off from all the other arts. 
In it we do not recognise the copy or repetition of any Idea of ex- 
istence in the world. Yet it is such a great and exceedingly noble art, 
its effect on the inmost nature of man is so powerful, and it 1s so en- 
tirely and deeply understood by him in his inmost consciousness as 
a perfectly universal language, the distinctness of which surpasses 
even that of the perceptible world itself, that we certainly have more 
to look for in it than an exercitum arithmeticoe occultum nescientis se 
numerare animi, which Leibnitz called it. Yet he was perfectly right, 
as he considered only its immediate external significance, its form. 
But if it were nothing more, the satisfaction which it affords would 
be like that which we feel when a sum in arithmetic comes out nght, 
and could not be that intense pleasure with which we see the deepest 
recesses of our nature find utterance. From our standpoint, therefore, 
at which the aesthetic effect is the criterion, we must attribute to mu- 
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sic a far more serious and deep significance, connected with the in- 
most nature of the world and our own self, and in reference to 
which the arithmetical proportions, to which it may be reduced, are 
related, not as the thing signified, but merely as the sign. That in 
some sense music must be related to the world as the representation 
to the thing represented, as the copy to the original, we may conclude 
from the analogy of the other arts, all of which possess this character, 
and affect us on the whole in the same way as it does, only that the 
effect of music is stronger, quicker, more necessary, and infallible. 
Further, its representative relation to the world must be very deep, ab- 
solutely true, and strikingly accurate, because it is instantly under- 
stood by every one, and has the appearance of a certain infallibility, 
because its form may be reduced to perfectly definite rules expressed 
in numbers, from which it cannot free itself without entirely ceasing 
to be music. Yet the point of comparison between music and the 
world, the respect in which it stands to the world in the relation of a 
copy or repetition, is very obscure. Men have practised music in all 
ages without being able to account for this; content to understand it 
directly, they renounce all claim to an abstract conception of this di- 
rect understanding itself. 

I gave my mind entirely up to the impression of music in all its 
forms, and then returned to reflection and the system of thought ex- 
pressed in the present work, and thus I arrived at an explanation of 
the inner nature of music and of the nature of its imitative relation to 
the world—which from analogy had necessarily to be presupposed— 
an explanation which is quite sufficient for myself, and satisfactory to 
my investigation, and which will doubtless be equally evident to any 
one who has followed me thus far and has agreed with my view of the 
world, Yet I recognise the fact that it is essentially impossible to prove 
this explanation, for it assumes and establishes a relation of music, as 
idea, to that which from its nature can never be idea, and music will 
have to be regarded as the copy of an original which can never itself 
be directly presented as idea. I can therefore do no more than state 
here, at the conclusion of this third book, which has been principally 
devoted to the consideration of the arts, the explanation of the mar- 
vellous art of music which satisfies myself, and I must leave the ac- 
ceptance or denial of my view to the effect produced upon each of 
my readers both by music itself and by the whole system of thought 
communicated in this work. Moreover, I regard it as necessary, in or- 
der to be able to assent with full conviction to the exposition of the 
significance of music I am about to give, that one should often listen 
to music with constant reflection upon my theory concerning it, and 
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for this again it is necessary to be very familiar with the whole of my 
system of thought. 

The (Platonic) Ideas are the adequate objectification of will. To 
excite or suggest the knowledge of these by means of the representa- 
tion of particular things (for works of art themselves are always rep- 
resentations of particular things) is the end of all the other arts, which 
can only be attained by a corresponding change in the knowing sub- 
ject. Thus all these arts objectify the will indirectly only by means of 
the Ideas; and since our world is nothing but the manifestation of 
the Ideas in multiplicity, though their entrance into the principium 
individuationis (the form of the knowledge possible for the individual 
as such), music also, since it passes over the Ideas, is entirely inde- 
pendent of the phenomenal world, ignores it altogether, could to a 
certain extent exist if there was no world at all, which cannot be said 
of the other arts. Music is as direct an objectification and copy of the 
whole will as the world itself, nay, even as the Ideas, whose multiplied 
manifestation constitutes the world of individual things. Music 1s 
thus by no means like the other arts, the copy of the Ideas, but the 
copy of the will itself, whose objectivity the Ideas are. This is why 
the effect of music is so much more powerful and penetrating than 
that of the other arts, for they speak only of shadows, but it speaks of 
the thing itself. Since, however, it is the same will which objectifes it- 
self both in the Ideas and in music, though in quite different ways, 
there must be, not indeed a direct likeness, but yet a parallel, an 
analogy, between music and the Ideas whose manifestation in mul- 
tiplicity and incompleteness is the visible world. The establishing of 
this analogy will facilitate, as an illustration, the understanding of 
this exposition, which is so difficult on account of the obscurity of the 
subject. 

I recognise in the deepest tones of harmony, in the bass, the lowest 
grades of the objectification of will, unorganised nature, the mass of 
the planet. It is well known that all the high notes which are easily 
sounded, and die away more quickly, are produced by the vibration in 
their vicinity of the deep bass-notes. When, also, the low notes sound, 
the high notes always sound faintly, and it is a law of harmony that 
only those high notes may accompany a bass-note which actually al- 
ready sound along with it of themselves (its sons harmoniques) on 
account of its vibration. This is analogous to the fact that the whole 
of the bodies and organisations of nature must be regarded as hav- 
ing come into existence through gradual development out of the 
mass of the planet; this is both their supporter and their source, and 
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the same relation subsists between the high notes and the bass. There 
is a limit of depth, below which no sound is audible. This corresponds 
to the fact that no matter can be perceived without form and quality, 
i.e., without the manifestation of a force which cannot be further ex- 
plained, in which an Idea expresses itself, and, more generally, that 
no matter can be entirely without will. Thus, as a certain pitch is in- 
separable from the note as such, so a certain grade of the manifesta- 
tion of will is inseparable from matter. Bass is thus, for us, in harmony 
what unorganised nature, the crudest mass, upon which all rests, and 
from which everything originates and develops, is in the world. Now, 
further, in the whole of the complemental parts which make up the 
harmony between the bass and the leading voice singing the melody, 
I recognise the whole gradation of the Ideas in which the will objecti- 
fies itself. Those nearer to the bass are the lower of these grades, the 
still unorganised, but yet manifold phenomenal things; the higher rep- 
resent to me the world of plants and beasts. The definite intervals of 
the scale are parallel to the definite grades of the objectification of 
will, the definite species in nature. The departure from the arithmet- 
cal correctness of the intervals, through some temperament, or pro- 
duced by the key selected, is analogous to the departure of the indi- 
vidual from the type of the species. Indeed, even the impure discords, 
which give no definite interval, may be compared to the monstrous 
abortions produced by beasts of two species, or by man and beast. 
But to all these bass and complemental parts which make up the 
harmony there is wanting that connected progress which belongs only 
to the high voice singing the melody, and it alone moves quickly and 
lightly in modulations and runs, while all these others have only a 
slower movement without a connection in each part for itself. ‘The 
deep bass moves most slowly, the representative of the crudest mass. 
Its rising and falling occurs only by large intervals, in thirds, fourths, 
fifths, never by one tone, unless it is a base inverted by double counter- 
point, This slow movement is also physically essential to it; a quick 
tun or shake in the low notes cannot even be imagined. The higher 
complemental parts, which are parallel to animal life, move more 
quickly, but yet without melodious connection and significant prog- 
ress. The disconnected course of all the complemental parts, and their 
regulation by definite laws, is analogous to the fact that in the whole 
irrational world, from the crystal to the most perfect animal, no being 
has a connected consciousness of its own which would make its life 
into a significant whole, and none experiences a succession of men- 
tal developments, none perfects itself by culture, but everything exists 
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always in the same way according to its kind, determined by fixed law. 
Lastly, in the melody, in the high, singing, principal voice leading the 
whole and progressing with unrestrained freedom, in the unbroken 
significant connection of one thought from beginning to end repre- 
senting a whole, I recognise the highest grade of the objectification of 
will, the intellectual life and effort of man. As he alone, because en- 
dowed with reason, constantly looks before and after on the path of 
his actual life and its innumerable possibilities, and so achieves a 
course of life which is intellectual, and therefore connected as a 
whole; corresponding to this, I say, the melody has significant inten- 
tional connection from beginning to end. It records, therefore, the his- 
tory of the intellectually enlightened will. This will expresses itself in 
the actual world as the series of its deeds; but melody says more, it 
records the most secret history of this intellectually-enlightened will, 
pictures every excitement, every effort, every movement of it, all that 
which the reason collects under the wide and negative concept of 
feeling, and which it cannot apprehend further through its abstract 
concepts. Therefore it has always been said that music is the lan- 
guage of feeling and of passion, as words are the language of reason. 
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Now the nature of man consists in this, that his will strives, is satis- 
fied and strives anew, and so on for ever. Indeed, his happiness and 
well-being consist simply in the quick transition from wish to satis- 
faction, and from satisfaction to a new wish. For the absence of satis- 
faction is suffering, the empty longing for a new wish, languor, ennui. 
And corresponding to this the nature of melody is a constant digres- 
sion and deviation from the key-note in a thousand ways, not only 
to the harmonious intervals to the third and dominant, but to every 
tone, to the dissonant sevenths and to the superfluous degrees; yet 
there always follows a constant return to the key-note. In all these de- 
viations melody expresses the multifarious efforts of will, but always 
its satisfaction also by the final return to an harmonious interval, and 
still more, to the key-note. The composition of melody, the disclosure 
in it of all the deepest secrets of human willing and feeling, is the 
work of genius, whose action, which is more apparent here than any- 
where else, lies far from all reflection and conscious intention, and 
may be called an inspiration, The conception is here, as everywhere 
in art, unfruitful. The composer reveals the inner nature of the world, 
and expresses the deepest wisdom in a language which his reason does 


SCHOPENHAUER / 491 


not understand; as a person under the influence of mesmerism tells 
things of which he has no conception when he awakes. Therefore in 
the composer, more than in any other artist, the man is entirely sepa- 
rated and distinct from the artist, Even in the explanation of this won- 
derful art, the concept shows its poverty and limitation. I shall try, 
however, to complete our analogy. As quick transition from wish to 
satisfaction, and from satisfaction to a new wish, is happiness and well- 
being, so quick melodies without great deviations are cheerful; slow 
melodies, striking painful discords, and only winding back through 
many bars to the key-note are, as analogous to the delayed and hardly 
won satisfaction, sad. The delay of the new excitement of will, lan- 
guor, could have no other expression than the sustained keynote, the 
effect of which would soon be unbearable; very monotonous and un- 
meaning melodies approach this effect. The short intelligible subjects 
of quick dance-music seem to speak only of easily attained common 
pleasure. On the other hand, the Allegro maestoso, in elaborate move- 
ments, long passages, and wide deviations, signifies a greater, nobler 
effort towards a more distant end, and its final attainment. The 
Adagio speaks of the pain of a great and noble effort which despises all 
trifling happiness. But how wonderful is the effect of the minor and 
major! How astounding that the change of half a tone, the entrance 
of a minor third instead of a major, at once and inevitably forces 
upon us an anxious painful feeling, from which again we are just as 
instantaneously delivered by the major. The Adagio lengthens in the 
minor the expression of the keenest pain, and becomes even a convul- 
sive wail. Dance-music in the minor seems to indicate the failure of 
that trifling happiness which we ought rather to despise, seems to 
speak of the attainment of a lower end with toil and trouble. The 
inexhaustibleness of possible melodies corresponds to the imexhaust- 
ibless of Nature in difference of individuals, physiognomies, and 
courses of life. The transition from one key to an entirely different 
one, since it altogether breaks the connection with what went before, 
is like death, for the individual ends in it; but the will which appeared 
in this individual] lives after him as before him, appearing in other 
individuals, whose consciousness, however, has no connection with his. 

But it must never be forgotten, in the investigation of all these 
analogies I have pointed out, that music has no direct, but merely an 
indirect relation to them, for it never expresses the phenomenon, but 
only the inner nature, the in-itself of all phenomena, the will itself. 
It does not therefore express this or that particular and definite joy, 
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this or that sorrow, or pain, or horror, or delight, or merriment, or 
peace of mind; but joy, sorrow, pain, horror, delight, merriment, 
peace of mind themselves, to a certain extent in the abstract, their 
essential nature, without accessories, and therefore without their mo- 
tives. Yet we completely understand them in this extracted quintes- 
sence. Hence it arises that our imagination is so easily excited by mu- 
sic, and now seeks to give form to that invisible yet actively moved 
spirit-world which speaks to us directly, and clothe it with flesh and 
blood, i.e., to embody it in an analogous example. This is the origin 
of the song with words, and finally of the opera, the text of which 
should therefore never forsake that subordinate position in order to 
make itself the chief thing and the music a mere means of expressing 
it, which is a great misconception and a piece of utter perversity; for 
music always expresses only the quintessence of life and its events, 
never these themselves, and therefore their differences do not always 
affect it. It is precisely this universality, which belongs exclusively to 
it, together with the greatest determinateness, that gives music the 
high worth which it has as the panacea for all our woes. Thus, if mu- 
sic is too closely united to the words, and tries to form itself according 
to the events, it is striving to speak a language which is not its own. 
No one has kept so free from this mistake as Rossini; therefore his 
music speaks its own language so distinctly and purely that it requires 
no words, and produces its full effect when rendered by instruments 
alone. 


In the whole of this exposition of music I have been trying to brmg 
out clearly that it expresses in a perfectly universal language, in a 
homogeneous material, mere tones, and with the greatest determinate- 
ness and truth, the inner nature, the in-itself of the world, which we 
think under the concept of will, because will is its most distinct mani- 
festation, Further, according to my view and contention, philosophy 
is nothing but a complete and accurate repetition or expression of 
the nature of the world in very general concepts, for only in such is it 
possible to get a view of that whole nature which will everywhere be 
adequate and applicable. Thus, whoever has followed me and entered 
into my mode of thought, will not think it so very paradoxical if I 
say, that supposing it were possible to give a perfectly accurate, com- 
plete explanation of music, extending even to particulars, that is to 
say, a detailed repetition in concepts of what it expresses, this would 
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also be a sufficient repetition and explanation of the world in con- 
cepts, or at least entirely parallel to such an explanation, and thus it 
would be the true philosophy. Consequently the saying of Leibnitz 
quoted above, which is quite accurate from a lower standpoint, may 
be parodied in the following way to suit our higher view of music: 
Musica est exercitium metaphysices occultum nescientis se philoso- 
phari animi; for scire, to know, always means to have fixed in abstract 
concepts. But further, on account of the truth of the saying of Leib- 
nitz, which is confirmed in various ways, music, regarded apart from 
its aesthetic or inner significance, and looked at merely externally 
and purely empirically, is simply the means of comprehending di- 
rectly and in the concrete large numbers and complex relations of 
numbers, which otherwise we could only know indirectly by fixing 
them in concepts. Therefore by the union of these two very different 
but correct views of music we may arrive at a conception of the possi- 
bility of a philosophy of number, such as that of Pythagoras and of 
the Chinese in Y-King, and then interpret in this sense the saying of 
the Pythagoreans which Sextus Empiricus quotes (adv. Math., L. 
Vii.): Tw apiOyw be ra wav’ eweoxer (rUMero cuncta assimilantur). 
And if, finally, we apply this view to the interpretation of harmony 
and melody given above, we shall find that a mere moral philosophy 
without an explanation of Nature, such as Socrates wanted to intro- 
duce, is precisely analogous to a mere melody without harmony, which 
Rousseau exclusively desired; and, in opposition to this mere physics 
and metaphysics without ethics, will correspond to mere harmony 
without melody. Allow me to add to these cursory observations a few 
more remarks concerning the analogy of music with the phenomenal 
world. We found in the second book that the highest grade of the 
objectification of will, man, could not appear alone and isolated, but 
presupposed the grades below him, as these again presupposed the 
grades lower still. In the same way music, which directly objectifies 
the will, just as the world does, is complete only in full harmony. In 
order to achieve its full effect, the high leading voice of the melody 
requires the accompaniment of all the other voices, even to the low- 
est bass, which is to be regarded as the origin of all. The melody itself 
enters as an integral part into the harmony, as the harmony enters 
into it, and only thus, in the full harmonious whole, music expresses 
what it aims at expressing. Thus also the one will outside of time finds 
its full objectification only in the complete union of all the steps 
which reveal its nature in the innumerable ascending grades of dis- 
tinctness. The following analogy is also very remarkable. We have 
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seen in the preceding book that notwithstanding the self-adaptation 
of all the phenomena of will to each other as regards their species, 
which constitutes their teleological aspect, there yet remains an un- 
ceasing conflict between those phenomena as individuals, which is 
visible at every grade, and makes the world a constant battle-field of 
all those manifestations of one and the same will, whose inner con- 
tradiction with itself becomes visible through it. In music also there 
is something corresponding to this. A complete, pure, harmonious sys- 
tem of tones is not only physically but arithmetically impossible. ‘The 
numbers themselves by which the tones are expressed have inex- 
tricable irrationality. ‘There is no scale in which, when it is counted, 
every fifth will be related to the keynote as 2 to 3, every major third as 
4 to 5, every minor third as 5 to 6, and so on. For if they are correctly 
related to the keynote, they can no longer be so to each other; be- 
cause, for example, the fifth must be the minor third to the third, &c. 
For the notes of the scale may be compared to actors who must play 
now one part, now another. Therefore a perfectly accurate system of 
music cannot even be thought, far less worked out; and on this ac- 
count all possible music deviates from perfect purity; it can only con- 
ceal the discords essential to it by dividing them among all the notes, 
1.e., by temperament. On this see Chladni’s “Akustik,” } 30, and his 
“Kurze Uebersicht der Schall- und Klanglehre.” 

I might still have something to say about the way in which music 
is perceived, namely, in and through time alone, with absolute ex- 
clusion of space, and also apart from the influence of the knowledge 
of causality, thus without understanding; for the tones make the 
aesthetic impression as effect, and without obliging us to go back to 
their causes, as in the case of perception. I do not wish, however, to 
lengthen this discussion, as I have perhaps already gone too much 
into detail with regard to some things in this Third Book, or have 
dwelt too much on particulars. But my aim made it necessary, and it 
will be the less disapproved if the importance and high worth of art, 
which is seldom sufficiently recognised, be kept in mind. For if, ac- 
cording to our view, the whole visible world is just the objectification, 
the mirror, of the will, conducting it to knowledge of itself, and, in- 
deed, as we shall soon see, to the possibility of its deliverance; and if, 
at the same time, the world as idea, if we regard it in isolation, and, 
freeing ourselves from all volition, allow it alone to take possession of 
our consciousness, is the most joy-giving and the only innocent side 
of life; we must regard art as the higher ascent, the more complete de- 
velopment of all this, for it achieves essentially just what is achieved 
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by the visible world itself, only with greater concentration, more per- 
fectly, with intention and intelligence, and therefore may be called, 
in the full significance of the word, the flower of life. If the whole 
world as idea is only the visibility of will, the work of art is to render 
this visibility more distinct. It is the camera obscura which shows the 
objects more purely, and enables us to survey them and comprehend 
them better. It is the play within the play, the stage upon the stage 
in “Hamlet.” 

The pleasure we receive from all beauty, the consolation which 
art affords, the enthusiasm of the artist, which enables him to forget 
the cares of life,—the latter an advantage of the man of genius over 
other men, which alone repays him for the suffering that increases in 
proportion to the clearness of consciousness, and for the desert loneli- 
ness among men of a different race,—all this rests on the fact that the 
in-itself of life, the will, existence itself, is, as we shall see farther on, 
a constant sorrow, partly miserable, partly terrible; while, on the con- 
trary, as idea alone, purely contemplated, or copied by art, free from 
pain, it presents to us a drama full of significance. This purely know- 
able side of the world, and the copy of it in any art, is the element of 
the artist. He is chained to the contemplation of the play, the ob- 
jectification of will; he remains beside it, does not get tired of con- 
templating it and representing it in copies; and meanwhile he bears 
himself the cost of the production of that play, i.e., he himself is the 
will which objectifies itself, and remains in constant suffering. That 
pute, true, and deep knowledge of the inner nature of the world be- 
comes now for him an end in itself: he stops there. Therefore it does 
not become to him a quieter of the will, as, we shall see in the next 
book, it does in the case of the saint who has attained to resignation; 
it does not deliver him for ever from life, but only at moments, and 1s 
therefore not for him a path out of life, but only an occasional con- 
solation in it, till his power, increased by this contemplation and at 
last tired of the play, lays hold on the real. The St. Cecilia of Raphael 
may be regarded as a representation of this transition. To the real, 
then, we now turn in the following book. 


Friednch Wilhelm 
NIETZSCHE 


The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche’s first book, is a revolutionary 
statement that has had profound effects in both classical studies 
and philosophy. Here, in a short, sometimes vague, and unde- 
veloped form, is a theory of Greek drama and of the foundations 
of art which has been taken up again and again in our own day. 
Nietzsche is the first to look penetratingly at Greek irrationalism; 
he sees that the origins of art and of all human creativity are to 
be found in the dual aspects of human nature which he calls 
dream and song. Boldly developing the meaning this has for our 
interpretation of reality, he suggests that existence can be under- 
stood and justified only in aesthetic terms. This then puts scten- 
tific inquiry in a new light: it is either a misleading failure or a 
rival to art; in the latter case it is itself a kind of illusion similar 
to the illusion of art. 

Art, science, and philosophy are all forms of illusion, Nietzsche 
maintains in his close dependence on Schopenhauer. Here life 
is interpreted and re-enacted so that from the meaningless flux 
of experience a meaningful whole, ordered world emerges. Most 
interesting and provocative of all these illusory tactics of the 
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human mind is tragedy, an art form which appeared and dis- 
appeared in the Athenian world of ancient Greece. Tragedy 1s 
distinguished by the vision it presents, a vision of the horror of 
nature and the unnatural act which lies behind all that man 
takes to be noble in conduct. Tragedy shows us that ‘““Wisdom 
is a crime committed on nature.”’ How, Nietzsche asks, could 
such a vision come into being? To answer that most difficult 
question he makes his famous distinction between the Apol- 
lonian and the Dionysiac: the first a fantasy of dreams, the second 
a wild, barbaric intoxication. Both are natural to man, but civili- 
zations differ in their encouragement of one or both of these 
sides of human nature. Through a strange historical process, the 
inner working of which we do not understand, the Athenian 
poets of the fifth and fourth century B.C. were able to develop 
an art form which combined the Apollonian dream and the 
Dionysiac intoxication. Thus in the tragic drama the chorus of 
dancing satyrs discharges itself upon the stage in a series of 
dreamlike images of the God Dionysus. The conflict between 
the formal individuation of dream life and the blind merging 
of self into oneness of intoxication is resolved for a moment in 
the achievernent of Attic tragedy, But the resolution must be 
momentary: it breaks up into the simple blindness of music on 
the one hand, and the Doric rigidity of formal plastic art on the 
other. Apollo is in danger of becoming empty; Dionysus of be- 
coming blind. But tragedy in its integration remains one of the 
greatest achievements of man. 

When the disintegration occurred it occurred in part because 
the pessimistic vitality of tragedy was not tolerable to many peo- 
ple. The mystery of being which tragedy proposes for our terri- 
fied view is a negation of all that we in our optimistic moments 
claim for the human intellect. In response to this challenge 
there developed the man whom Nietzsche symbolizes by Socrates 
and to whom he gives the name “theoretical man.” In short, 
tragedy was killed by philosophy which wanted to replace the 
tragic vision by a vision of nature as ultimately understandable 
and intelligible, fit object of rational inquiry, suitably analyzed 
by the art of dialectic. Theoretical man is a dialectician and a 
morally virtuous actor who no longer fears death and who claims 
nature is ultimately reasonable. Hence he replaces art with in- 
quiry. With this conclusion Nietzsche comes back to the starting 
point of his essay. Having asked “What is the meaning of in- 
quiry for life?” he now answers that inquiry is but a way of creat- 
ing a new, more comforting illusion. Inquiry’s aim is a vision of 
nature in the mode of “aesthetic socratism.”’ Ever since Socrates 
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Western man has retained this vision and in so doing has lost 
the most precious and vital Dionysiac elements of his being. 
Nietzsche would recall man to the vision of tragedy and would 
return philosophy to its pre-Socratic subordination to tragedy. 
Of course it is too late; but today the Nietzschean revaluation 
of all that the West has prided itself upon is extended by Hei- 
degger, who is at the present time the philosopher closest to 
Nietzsche’s remarkable originality and daring. 


THE BIRTH OF TRAGEDY 


1 


We shall do a great deal for the science of esthetics, once we perceive 
not merely by logical inference, but with the immediate certainty of 
intuition, that the continuous development of art is bound up with 
the Apollonian and Dionysian duality: just as procreation depends on 
the duality of the sexes, involving perpetual strife with only periodi- 
cally intervening reconciliations. The terms Dionysian and Apollo- 
nian we borrow from the Greeks, who disclose to the discerning mind 
the profound mysteries of their view of art, not, to be sure, in con- 
cepts, but in the impressively clear figures of their gods. Through 
Apollo and Dionysus, the two art-deities of the Greeks, we come to 
recognize that in the Greek world there existed a sharp opposition, in 
origin and aims, between the Apollonian art of sculpture, and the 
non-plastic, Dionysian, art of music. ‘These two distinct tendencies 
run parallel to each other, for the most part openly at variance; and 
they continually incite each other to new and more powerful births, 
which perpetuate an antagonism, only superficially reconciled by the 
common term “Art”; till at last, by a metaphysical miracle of the 
Hellenic will, they appear coupled with each other, and through this 
coupling eventually generate the art-product, equally Dionysian and 
Apollonian, of Attic tragedy. 

In order to grasp these two tendencies, let us first conceive of them 
as the separate art-worlds of dreams and drunkenness. These physio- 
logical phenomena present a contrast analogous to that existing be- 
tween the Apollonian and the Dionysian. It was in dreams, says 
Lucretius, that the glorious divine figures first appeared to the souls of 
men; in dreams the great shaper beheld the splendid corporeal struc- 
ture of superhuman beings; and the Hellenic poet, if questioned 
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about the mysteries of poetic inspiration, would likewise have sug- 
gested dreams and he might have given an explanation like that of 
Hans Sachs in the Mastersingers: 


“Mein Freund, das grad’ ist Dichters Werk, 
dass er sein Trdumen deut’ und merk’, 
Glaubt mir, des Menschen wahrster Wahn 
wird ihm im Traume aufgethan: 
all’ Dichtkunst und Poéteret 
ist nichts als Wahrtraum-Deuteret,”’ 1 


The beautiful appearance of the dream-worlds, in creating which 
every man is a perfect artist, is the prerequisite of all plastic art, and 
in fact, as we shall see, of an important part of poetry also. In our 
dreams we delight in the immediate apprehension of form; all forms 
speak to us; none are unimportant, none are superfluous. But, when 
this dream-reality is most intense, we also have, glimmering through 
it, the sensation of its appearance: at least this is my experience, as to 
whose frequency, aye, normality, I could adduce many proofs, in ad- 
dition to the sayings of the poets. Indeed, the man of philosophic 
mind has a presentiment that undemeath this reality in which we live 
and have our being, is concealed another and quite different reality, 
which, like the first, is an appearance; and Schopenhauer actually in- 
dicates as the criterion of philosophical ability the occasional ability 
to view men and things as mere phantoms or dream-pictures. ‘Thus 
the esthetically sensitive man stands in the same relation to the reality 
of dreams as the philosopher does to the reality of existence; he is a 
close and willing observer, for these pictures afford him an interpreta- 
tion of life, and it is by these processes that he trains himself for life. 
And it is not only the agreeable and fnendly pictures that he experi- 
ences in himself with such perfect understanding: but the serious, the 
troubled, the sad, the gloomy, the sudden restraints, the tricks of fate, 
the uneasy presentiments, in short, the whole Divine Comedy of life, 
and the Inferno, also pass before him, not like mere shadows on 
the wall—for in these scenes he lives and suffers—and yet not without 
that fleeting sensation of appearance. And perhaps many will, like 
myself, recall that amid the dangers and terrors of dream-life they 
would at times, cry out in self-encouragement, and not without suc- 
cess: “It is only a dream! I will dream on!” I have likewise heard of 


1 [My friend, that is exactly the poet’s task, to mark his dreams and to attach 
meanings to them. Believe me, man’s most profound illusions are revealed to him 
in dreams; and all versifying and poetizing is nothing but an interpretation of 
them.” 
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persons capable of continuing one and the same dream for three and 
even more successive nights: facts which indicate clearly that our in- 
nermost beings, our common subconscious experiences, express them- 
selves in dreams because they must do so and because they take pro- 
found delight in so doing. 

This joyful necessity of the dream-experience has been embodied 
by the Greeks in their Apollo: for Apollo, the god of all plastic ener- 
gies, is at the same time the soothsaying god. He, who (as the etymol- 
ogy of the name indicates) is the “shining one,” the deity of light, is 
also ruler over the fair appearance of the inner world of fantasy. The 
higher truth, the perfection of these states in contrast to the incom- 
pletely intelligible everyday world, this deep consciousness of nature, 
healing and helping in sleep and dreams, is at the same time the sym- 
bolical analogue of the soothsaying faculty and of the arts generally, 
which make life possible and worth living. But we must also include 
in our picture of Apollo that delicate boundary, which the dream- 
picture must not overstep—lest it act pathologically (in which case 
appearance would impose upon us as pure reality). We must keep in 
mind that measured restraint, that freedom from the wilder emo- 
tions, that philosophical calm of the sculptor-god. His eye must be 
“sunlike,” as befits his origin; even when his glance is angry and dis- 
tempered, the sacredness of his beautiful appearance must still be 
there. And so, in one sense, we might apply to Apollo the words of 
Schopenhauer when he speaks of the man wrapped in the veil of 
Maya: Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, I. p. 416: “Just as in a stormy 
sea, unbounded in every direction, rising and falling with howling 
mountainous waves, a sailor sits in a boat and trusts in his frail 
barque: so in the midst of a world of sorrows the individual sits qui- 
etly, supported by and trusting in his principium individuationis.” In 
fact, we might say of Apollo, that in him the unshaken faith in this 
principium and the calm repose of the man wrapped therein receive 
their sublimest expression; and we might consider Apollo himself as 
the glorious divine image of the principium individuationis, whose 
gestures and expression tell us of all the joy and wisdom of “appear- 
ance,” together with its beauty. 

In the same work Schopenhauer has depicted for us the terrible awe 
which seizes upon man, when he is suddenly unable to account for 
the cognitive forms of a phenomenon, when the principle of reason, 
in some one of its manifestations, seems to admit of an exception. If 
we add to this awe the blissful ecstasy which rises from the innermost 
depths of man, aye, of nature, at this very collapse of the principrum 
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individuationis, we shall gain an insight into the nature of the Diony- 
sian, which is brought home to us most intimately perhaps by the 
analogy of drunkenness. It is either under the influence of the nar- 
cotic draught, which we hear of in the songs of all primitive men 
and peoples, or with the potent coming of spring penetrating all na- 
ture with joy, that these Dionysian emotions awake, which, as they 
intensify, cause the subjective to vanish into complete self-forgetful- 
ness. So also in the German Middle Ages singing and dancing crowds, 
ever increasing in number, were whirled from place to place under 
this same Dionysian impulse. In these dancers of St. John and St. 
Vitus, we rediscover the Bacchic choruses of the Greeks, with their 
early history in Asia Minor, as far back as Babylon and the orgiastic 
Sacaea. There are some, who, from obtuseness, or lack of experience, 
will deprecate such phenomena as “folk-diseases,” with contempt or 
pity born of the consciousness of their own “healthy-mindedness.” 
But, of course, such poor wretches can not imagine how anemic and 
ghastly their so-called “healthy-mindedness” seems in contrast to the 
glowing life of the Dionysian revellers rushing past them. 

Under the charm of the Dionysian not only is the union between 
man and man reaffirmed, but Nature which has become estranged, 
hostile, or subjugated, celebrates once more her reconciliation with 
her prodigal son, man. Freely earth proffers her gifts, and peacefully 
the beasts of prey approach from desert and mountain. The chariot of 
Dionysus is bedecked with flowers and garlands; panthers and tigers 
pass beneath his yoke. Transform Beethoven’s “Hymn to Joy” into 
a painting; let your imagination conceive the multitudes bowing to 
the dust, awestruck—then you will be able to appreciate the Diony- 
sian. Now the slave is free; now all the stubborn, hostile barriers, 
which necessity, caprice or “shameless fashion’’ have erected between 
man and man, are broken down. Now, with the gospel of universal 
harmony, each one feels himself not only united, reconciled, 
blended with his neighbor, but as one with him; he feels as if the veil 
of Maya had been torn aside and were now merely fluttering in tat- 
ters before the mysterious Primordial Unity. In song and in dance 
man expresses himself as a member of a higher community; he has 
forgotten how to walk and speak; he is about to take a dancing flight 
into the air. His very gestures bespeak enchantment. Just as the ani- 
mals now talk, just as the earth yields milk and honey, so from him 
emanate supernatural sounds. He feels himself a god, he himself now 
walks about enchanted, in ecstasy, like to the gods whom he saw 
walking about in his dreams. He is no longer an artist, he has be- 
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come a work of art: in these paroxysms of intoxication the artistic 
power of all nature reveals itself to the highest gratification of the 
Primordial Unity. The noblest clay, the most costly marble, man, is 
here kneaded and cut, and to the sound of the chisel strokes of the 
Dionysian world-artist tings out the cry of the Eleusinian mysteries: 
“Do ye bow in the dust, O millions? Do you divine your creator, O 
world?” 


2 


Thus far we have considered the Apollonian and its antithesis, the 
Dionysian, as artistic energies which burst forth from nature herself, 
without the mediation of the human artist; energies in which nature’s 
art-impulses are satisfied in the most immediate and direct way: first, 
on the one hand, in the pictorial world of dreams, whose complete- 
ness 1s not dependent upon the intellectual attitude or the artistic cul- 
ture of any single being; and, on the other hand, as drunken reality, 
which likewise does not heed the single unit, but even seeks to destroy 
the individual and redeem him by a mystic feeling of Oneness. With 
reference to these immediate art-states of nature, every artist is an 
“imitator,” that is to say, either an Apollonian artist in dreams, or a 
Dionysian artist in ecstasies, or finally—as for example in Greek trag- 
edy—at once artist in both dreams and ecstasies: so we may perhaps 
picture him sinking down in his Dionysian drunkenness and mystical 
self-abnegation, alone, and apart from the singing revelers, and we 
May imagine how now, through Apollonian dream-inspiration, his own 
state, 1.e., his oneness with the primal nature of the universe, is re- 
vealed to him in a symbolical dream-picture. 

So much for these general premises and contrasts. Let us now ap- 
proach the Greeks in order to learn how highly these art-tmpulses of 
nature were developed in them. Thus we shall be in a position to 
understand and appreciate more deeply that relation of the Greek 
artist to his archetypes, which, according to the Aristotelian expres- 
sion, is “the imitation of nature.” In spite of all the dream-literature 
and the numerous dream-anecdotes of the Greeks, we can speak only 
conjecturally, though with reasonable assurance, of their dreams. If 
we consider the incredibly precise and unerring plastic power of their 
eyes, together with their vivid, frank delight in colors, we can hardly 
tefrain (to the shame of all those born later) from assuming even for 
their dreams a certain logic of line and contour, colors and groups, a 
certain pictorial sequence reminding us of their finest bas-reliefs, 
whose perfection would certainly justify us, if a comparison were pos- 
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sible, in designating the dreaming Greeks as Homers and Homer as a 
dreaming Greek: in a deeper sense than that in which modern man, 
speaking of his dreams, ventures to compare himself with Shakespeare. 

On the other hand, there is no conjecture as to the immense gap 
which separates the Dionysian Greek from the Dionysian barbarian. 
From all quarters of the Ancient World,—to say nothing here of the 
modern,—from Rome to Babylon, we can point to the existence of 
Dionysian festivals, types which bear, at best, the same relation to the 
Greek festivals as the bearded satyr, who borrowed his name and 
attributes from the goat, does to Dionysus himself. In nearly every case 
these festivals centered in extravagant sexual licentiousness, whose 
waves overwhelmed all family life and its venerable traditions; the 
most savage natural instincts were unleashed, including even that 
horrible mixture of sensuality and cruelty which has always seemed to 
me to be the genuine “witches’ brew.” For some time, however, it 
would appear that the Greeks were perfectly insulated and guarded 
against the feverish excitements of these festivals by the figure of 
Apollo himself rising here in full pride, who could not have held out 
the Gorgon’s head to any power more dangerous than this grotesquely 
uncouth Dionysian. It is in Doric art that this majestically-rejecting 
attitude of Apollo is eternized. The opposition between Apollo and 
Dionysus became more hazardous and even impossible, when, from 
the deepest roots of the Hellenic nature, similar impulses finally burst 
forth and made a path for themselves: the Delphic god, by a season- 
ably effected reconciliation, now contented himself with taking the 
destructive weapons from the hands of his powerful antagonist. ‘This 
reconciliation is the most important moment in the history of the 
Greek cult: wherever we turn we note the revolutions resulting from 
this event. The two antagonists were reconciled; the boundary lines 
thenceforth to be observed by each were sharply defined, and there 
was to be a periodical exchange of gifts of esteem. At bottom, how- 
ever, the chasm was not bridged over. But if we observe how, under 
the pressure of this treaty of peace, the Dionysian power revealed it- 
self, we shall now recognize in the Dionysian orgies of the Greeks, as 
compared with the Babylonian Sacaea with their reversion of man to 
the tiger and the ape, the significance of festivals of world-redemption 
and days of transfiguration. It is with them that nature for the first 
time attains her artistic jubilee; it is with them that the destruction of 
the principium individuationis for the first time becomes an artistic 
phenomenon. The horrible “witches’ brew” of sensuality and cruelty 
becomes ineffective: only the curious blending and duality in the 
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emotions of the Dionysian revelers remind us—as medicines remind 
us of deadly poisons—of the phenomenon that pain begets joy, that 
ecstasy may wring sounds of agony from us. At the very climax of joy 
there sounds a cry of horror or a yearning lamentation for an irte- 
trievable loss. In these Greek festivals, nature seems to reveal a senti- 
mental trait; it is as if she were heaving a sigh at her dismemberment 
into individuals. The song and pantomime of such dually-minded 
revelers was something new and unheard-of for the Homeric-Grecian 
world: and the Dionysian music in particular excited awe and terror. 
If music, as it would seem, had been known previously as an Apol- 
lonian art, it was so, strictly speaking, only as the wave-beat of rhythm, 
whose formative power was developed for the representation of Apol- 
lonian states. The music of Apollo was Doric architectonics in tones, 
but in tones that were merely suggestive, such as those of the cithara. 
The very element which forms the essence of Dionysian music (and 
hence of music in general) is carefully excluded as un-Apollonian: 
namely, the emotional power of the tone, the uniform flow of the 
melos, and the utterly incomparable world of harmony. In the Dio- 
nysian dithyramb man is incited to the greatest exaltation of all his 
symbolic faculties; something never before experienced struggles for 
utterance—the annihilation of the veil of Maya, Oneness as the soul 
of the race, and of nature itself. The essence of nature is now to be ex- 
pressed symbolically; we need a new world of symbols; for once the 
entire symbolism of the body is called into play, not the mere symbol- 
ism of the lips, face, and speech, but the whole pantomime of danc- 
ing, forcing every member into rhythmic movement. Thereupon the 
other symbolic powers suddenly press forward, particularly those of 
music, in rhythmics, dynamics, and harmony. To grasp this collective 
release of all the symbolic powers, man must have already attained 
that height of self-abnegation which wills to express itself symboli- 
cally through all these powers: and so the dithyrambic votary of Di- 
onysus is understood only by his peers! With what astonishment must 
the Apollonian Greek have beheld him! With an astonishment that 
was all the greater the more it was mingled with the shuddering sus- 
picion that all this was actually not so very alien to him after all, in 
fact, that it was only his Apollonian consciousness which, like a veil, 
hid this Dionysian world from his vision. 


3 
‘To understand this, it becomes necessary to level the artistic structure 
of the Apollonian culture, as it were, stone by stone, till the founda- 
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tions on which it rests become visible. First of all we see the glorious 
Olympian figures of the gods, standing on the gables of this structure. 
Their deeds, pictured in brilliant reliefs, adorn its friezes. We must 
not be misled by the fact that Apollo stands side by side with the oth- 
ers as an individual deity, without any claim to priority of rank. For 
the same impulse which embodied itself in Apollo gave birth in gen- 
eral to this entire Olympian world, and so in this sense Apollo is its 
father. What terrific need was it that could produce such an illustrious 
company of Olympian beings? 

He who approaches these Olympians with another religion in his 
heart, seeking among them for moral elevation, even for sanctity, for 
disincarnate spirituality, for charity and benevolence, will soon be 
forced to turn his back on them, discouraged and disappointed. For 
there is nothing here that suggests asceticism, spirituality, or duty. 
We hear nothing but the accents of an exuberant, triumphant life, 
in which all things, whether good or bad, are deified. And so the spec- 
tator may stand quite bewildered before this fantastic superfluity of 
life, asking himself what magic potion these mad glad men could 
have imbibed to make life so enjoyable that, wherever they turned, 
their eyes beheld the smile of Helen, the ideal picture of their own 
existence, “floating in sweet sensuality.” But to this spectator, who 
has his back already turned, we must perforce cry: “Go not away, but 
stay and hear what Greek folk-wisdom has to say of this very life, 
which with such inexplicable gayety unfolds itself before your eyes. 
There is an ancient story that King Midas hunted in the forest a long 
time for the wise Silenus, the companion of Dionysus, without cap- 
turing him. When Silenus at last fell into his hands, the king asked 
what was the best and most desirable of all things for man. Fixed and 
immovable, the demigod said not a word; till at last, urged by the 
king, he gave a shrill laugh and broke out into these words: ‘Oh, 
wretched ephemeral race, children of chance and misery, why do ye 
compel me to tell you what it were most expedient for you not to 
hear? What is best of all is beyond your reach forever: not to be born, 
not to be, to be nothing. But the second best for you—is quickly to 
die.’”’ 

How is the Olympian world of deities related to this folk-wisdom? 
Even as the rapturous vision of the tortured martyr to his suffering. 

Now it is as if the Olympian magic mountain had opened before 
us and revealed its roots to us. The Greek knew and felt the terror 
and horror of existence. That he might endure this terror at all, he 
had to interpose between himself and life the radiant dream-bitth of 
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the Olympians. That overwhelming dismay in the face of the titanic 
powers of nature, the Moira enthroned inexorably over all knowledge, 
the vulture of the great lover of mankind, Prometheus, the terri- 
ble fate of the wise Cédipus, the family curse of the Atridae which 
drove Orestes to matricide: in short, that entire philosophy of the 
sylvan god, with its mythical exemplars, which caused the downfall of 
the melancholy Etruscans—all this was again and again overcome by 
the Greeks with the aid of the Olympian middle world of art; or at 
any rate it was veiled and withdrawn from sight. It was out of the 
direst necessity to live that the Greeks created these gods. Perhaps we 
may picture the process to ourselves somewhat as follows: out of the 
original Titan thearchy of terror the Olympian thearchy of joy 
gradually evolved through the Apollonian impulse towards beauty, 
just as roses bud from thorny bushes. How else could this people, so 
sensitive, so vehement in its desires, so singularly constituted for suffer- 
ing, how could they have endured existence, if it had not been re- 
vealed to them in their gods, surrounded with a higher glory? The 
same impulse which calls art into being, as the complement and con- 
summation of existence, seducing one to a continuation of life, was 
also the cause of the Olympian world which the Hellenic “will” made 
use of as a transfiguring mirror. Thus do the gods justify the life of 
man, in that they themselves live it—the only satisfactory Theodicy! 
Existence under the bright sunshine of such gods is regarded as de- 
sirable in itself, and the real grief of the Homeric men is caused by 
parting from it, especially by early parting: so that now, reversing the 
wisdom of Silenus, we might say of the Greeks that “to die early 1s 
worst of all for them, the next worst—some day to die at all.” Once 
heard, it will ring out again; forget not the lament of the short-lived 
Achilles, mourning the leaflike change and vicissitude of the race 
of men and the decline of the heroic age. It is not unworthy of the 
greatest hero to long for a continuation of life, aye, even though he 
live as a slave. At the Apollonian stage of development, the “will” 
longs so vehemently for this existence, the Homeric man feels himself 
so completely at one with it, that lamentation itself becomes a song 
of praise. 

Here we should note that this harmony which is contemplated with 
such longing by modern man, in fact, this oneness of man with na- 
ture (to express which Schiller introduced the technical term 
“naive”), is by no means a simple condition, resulting naturally, and 
as if inevitably. It is not a condition which, like a terrestrial paradise, 
must necessarily be found at the gate of every culture. Only a ro- 
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mantic age could believe this, an age which conceived of the artist in 
terms of Rousseau’s Emile and imagined that in Homer it had found 
such an artist Emile, reared in Nature’s bosom. Wherever we meet 
with the “naive” in art, we recognize the highest effect of the Apol- 
lonian culture, which in the first place has always to overthrow some 
Titanic empire and slay rionsters, and which, through its potent daz- 
zling representations. and its pleasurable illusions, must have tri- 
umphed over a terrible depth of world-contemplation and a most 
keen sensitivity to suffering. But how seldom do we attain to the 
naive—that complete absorption in the beauty of appearance! And 
hence how inexpressibly sublime is Homer, who, as individual being, 
bears the same relation to this Apollonian folk-culture as the indi- 
vidual dream-artist does to the dream-faculty of the people and of 
Nature in general. The Homeric “naiveté” can be understood only 
as the complete victory of the Apollonian illusion: an illusion similar 
to those which Nature so frequently employs to achieve her own ends. 
The true goal is veiled by a phantasm: and while we stretch out our 
hands for the latter, Nature attains the former by means of your illu- 
sion. In the Greeks the “will” wished to contemplate itself in the 
transfiguration of genius and the world of art; in order to glorify them- 
selves, its creatures had to feel themselves worthy of glory; they had to 
behold themselves again in a higher sphere, without this perfect world 
of contemplation acting as a command or a reproach. Such is the 
sphere of beauty, in which they saw their mirrored images, the 
Olympians. With this mirroring of beauty the Hellenic will combated 
its artistically correlative talent for suffering and for the wisdom of 
suffering: and, as a monument of its victory, we have Homer, the 
naive artist. 


Now the dream-analogy may throw some light on the problem of the 
naive artist. Let us imagine the dreamer: in the midst of the illusion of 
the dream-world and without disturbing it, he calls out to himself: 
“Tt is a dream, I will dream on.” What must we infer? That he ex- 
periences a deep inner joy in dream-contemplation; on the other 
hand, to be at all able to dream with this inner joy in contemplation, 
he must have completely lost sight of the waking reality and its omi- 
nous obtrusiveness. Guided by the dream-reading Apollo, we may inter- 
pret all these phenomena to ourselves sothewhat in this way. Though 
it is certain that of the two halves of our existence, the waking and the 
dreaming states, the former appeals to us as infinitely more preferable, 
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important, excellent and worthy of being lived, indeed, as that which 
alone is lived: yet, in relation to that mysterious substratum of our 
nature of which we are the phenomenon, I should, paradoxical as it 
may seem, maintain the very opposite estimate of the value of dream 
life. For the more clearly I perceive in Nature those omnipotent art 
impulses, and in them an ardent longing for release, for redemption 
through release, the more I feel myself impelled to the metaphysical 
assumption that the Truly-Existent and Primal Unity, eternally suffer- 
ing and divided against itself, has need of the rapturous vision, the 
joyful appearance, for its continuous salvation: which appearance 
we, completely wrapped up in it and composed of it, are compelled to 
apprehend as the True Non-Being,—i.e., as a perpetual becoming in 
time, space and causality,—in other words, as empiric reality. If, for 
the moment, we do not consider the question of our own “reality,” if 
we conceive of our empirical existence, and that of the world in gen- 
eral, as a continuously manifested representation of the Primal Unity, 
we shal] then have to look upon the dream as an appearance of ap- 
pearance, hence as a still higher appeasement of the primordial desire 
for appearance. And that is why the innermost heart of Nature feels 
that ineffable joy in the naive artist and the naive work of art, which 
is likewise only “an appearance of appearance.” In a symbolic paint- 
ing, Raphael, himself one of these immortal “naive” ones, has repre- 
sented for us this devolution of appearance to appearance, the primi- 
tive process of the naive artist and of Apollonian culture. In his 
“Transfiguration,” the lower half of the picture, with the possessed 
boy, the despairing bearers, the bewildered, terrified disciples, shows 
us the reflection of suffering, primal and eternal, the sole basis of the 
world: the “appearance” here is the counter-appearance of eternal 
contradiction, the father of things. From this appearance now arises, 
like ambrosial vapor, a new visionary world of appearances, invisible 
to those wrapped in the first appearance—a radiant floating m purest 
bliss, a serene contemplation beaming from wide-open eyes. Here we 
have presented, in the most sublime artistic symbolism, that Apol- 
lonian world of beauty and its substratum, the terrible wisdom of 
Silenus; and intuitively we comprehend their necessary interdepend- 
ence. Apollo, however, again appears to us as the apotheosis of the 
principium individuationis, in which alone is consummated the per- 
petually attained goal of the Primal Unity, its redemption through 
appearance. With his sublime gestures, he shows us how necessary 
is the entire world of suffering, that by means of it the individual may 
be impelled to realize the redeeming vision, and then, sunk in con- 
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templation of it, sit quietly in his tossing barque, amid the waves. 

If we at all conceive of it as imperative and mandatory, this apoth- 
eosis of individuation knows but one law—the individual, i.e., the de- 
limiting of the boundaries of the individual, measure in the Hellenic 
sense. Apollo, as ethical deity, exacts measure of his disciples, and, 
that to this end, he requires self-knowledge. And so, side by side with 
the esthetic necessity for beauty, there occur the demands “know 
thyself” and “nothing overmuch”; consequently pride and excess are 
regarded as the truly inimical demons of the non-Apollonian sphere, 
hence as characteristics of the pre-Apollonian age—that of the Titans; 
and of the extra-Apollonian world—that of the barbarians. Because of 
his Titan-like love for man, Prometheus must be torn to pieces by 
vultures; because of his excessive wisdom, which could solve the riddle 
of the Sphinx, CEdipus must be plunged into a bewildering vortex of 
crime. Thus did the Delphic god interpret the Greek past. 

Similarly the effects wrought by the Dionysian seemed “titan-like” 
and “barbaric” to the Apollonian Greek: while at the same time he 
could not conceal from himself that he too was inwardly related to 
these overthrown Titans and heroes. Indeed, he had to recognize 
even more than this: despite all its beauty and moderation, his entire 
existence rested on a hidden substratum of suffering and of knowl- 
edge, which was again revealed to him by the Dionysian. And lo! 
Apollo could not live without Dionysus! The “titanic” and the 
“barbaric” were in the last analysis as necessary as the Apollonian. 

And now let us take this artistically limited world, based on ap- 
pearance and moderation; let us imagine how into it there penetrated, 
in tones ever more bewitching and alluring, the ecstatic sound of the 
Dionysian festival; let us remember that in these strains all of Nature’s 
excess in joy, sorrow, and knowledge become audible, even in pierc- 
ing shrieks; and finally, let us ask ourselves what significance remains 
to the psalmodizing artist of Apollo, with his phantom harp-sound, 
once it is compared with this demonic folk-song! The muses of the 
arts of “appearance” paled before an art which, in its intoxication, 
spoke the truth. The wisdom of Silenus cried ‘““Woe! woe!” to the 
serene Olympians. The individual, with all his restraint and propor- 
tion, succumbed to the self-oblivion of the Dionysian state, forget- 
ting the precepts of Apollo. Excess revealed itself as truth. Contra- 
diction, the bliss born of pain, spoke out from the very heart of 
Nature. And so, wherever the Dionysian prevailed, the Apollonian was 
checked and destroyed. But, on the other hand, it is equally certain 
that, wherever the first Dionysian onslaught was successfully with- 
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stood, the authority and majesty of the Delphic god exhibited itself 
as more rigid and menacing than ever. For to me the Doric state and 
Doric art are explicable only as a permanent citadel of the Apollo- 
nian. For an art so defiantly prim, and so encompassed with bulwarks, 
a training so warlike and rigorous, a political structure so cruel and 
relentless, could endure for any length of time only by incessant 
Opposition to the titanic-barbaric nature of the Dionysian. 

Up to this point we have simply enlarged upon the observation 
made at the beginning of this essay: that the Dionysian and the 
Apollonian, in new births ever following and mutually augmenting 
one another, controlled the Hellenic genius; that from out the age of 
“bronze,” with its wars of the Titans and its rigorous folk-philosophy, 
the Homeric world developed under the sway of the Apollonian im- 
pulse to beauty; that this “naive” splendor was again overwhelmed 
by the influx of the Dionysian; and that against this new power the 
Apollonian rose to the austere majesty of Doric art and the Doric 
view of the world. If, then, amid the strife of these two hostile prin- 
ciples, the older Hellenic history thus falls into four great periods of 
art, we are now impelled to inquire after the final goal of these de- 
velopments and processes, lest perchance we should regard the last- 
attained period, the period of Doric art, as the climax and aim of 
these artistic impulses. And here the sublime and celebrated art of 
Attic tragedy and the dramatic dithyramb presents itself as 'the com- 
mon goal of both these tendencies, whose mysterious union, after 
many and long precursory struggles; found glorious consummation 
in this child,—at once Antigone and Cassandra. 


We now approach the real goal of our investigation, which is directed 
towards acquiring a knowledge of the Dionysian-Apollonian genius 
and its art-product, or at least an anticipatory understanding of its 
mysterious union. Here we shall first of all inquire after the first evi- 
dence in Greece of that new germ which subsequently developed 
into tragedy and the dramatic dithyramb. The ancients themselves 
give us a symbolic answer, when they place the faces of Homer and 
Archilochus as the forefathers and torchbearers of Greek poetry side 
by side on gems, sculptures, etc., with a sure feeling that considera- 
tion should be given only to these two thoroughly original compeers, 
from whom a stream of fire flows over the whole of later Greek his- 
tory. Homer, the aged self-absorbed dreamer, the type of the Apol- 
lonian naive artist, now beholds with astonishment the passionate 
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genius of the war-like votary of the muses, Archilochus, passing 
through life with fury and violence; and modern esthetics, by way of 
interpretation, can only add that here the first “objective” artist con- 
fronts the first “subjective” artist. But this interpretation helps us 
but little, because we know the subjective artist only as the poor 
artist, and throughout the entire range of art we demand specially 
and first of all the conquest of the Subjective, the release from the 
ego and the silencing of the individual will and desire; indeed, we 
find it impossible to believe in any truly artistic production, however 
insignificant, if it is without objectivity, without pure, detached con- 
templation. Hence our esthetic. must first solve the problem of how 
the “lyrist” is possible as an artist—he who, according to the expert- 
ence of all ages, is continually saying “I” and running through the 
entire chromatic scale of his passions and desires. Compared with 
Homer, this very Archilochus appalls us by his cries of hatred and 
scom, by his drunken outbursts of desire. Therefore is not he, who 
has been called the first subjective artist, essentially the non-artist? 
But in this case, how explain the reverence which was shown to him 
—the poet—in very remarkable utterances by the Delphic oracle itself, 
the center of “objective” art? 

Schiller has thrown some light on the poetic process by a psycho- 
logical observation, inexplicable to himself, yet apparently valid. He 
admits that before the act of creation he did not perhaps have before 
him or within him any series of images accompanied by an ordered 
thought-relationship; but his condition was rather that of a musical 
mood. (“With me the perception has at first no clear and definite ob- 
ject; this is formed later. A certain musical mood of mind precedes, 
and only after this ensues the poetical idea.”) Let us add to this the 
natural and most important phenomenon of all ancient lyric poetry, 
the union, indeed, the identity, of the lyrist with the musician,—com- 
pared with which our modern lyric poetry appears like the statue of a 
god without a head,—with this in mind we may now, on the basis of 
our metaphysics of esthetics set forth above, explain the lyrist to our- 
selves in this manner: In the first place, as Dionysian artist he has 
identified himself with the Primal Unity, its pain and contradiction. 
Assuming that music has been correctly termed a repetition and a re- 
cast of the world, we may say that he produces the copy of this Primal 
Unity as music. Now, however, under the Apollonian dream-inspira- 
tion, this music reveals itself to him again as a symbolic dream-picture. 
The inchoate, intangible reflection of the primordial pain in music, 
with its redemption in appearance, now produces a second mirroring 
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as a specific symbol or example. The artist has already surrendered 
his subjectivity in the Dionysian process. The picture which now 
shows him his identity with the heart of the world, is a dream-scene, 
which embodies the primordial contradiction and primordial pain, 
together with the primordial joy, of appearance. The “I” of the lyrist 
therefore sounds from the depth of his being: its “subjectivity,” in 
the sense of the modem esthetes, is pure imagination. When Archil- 
ochus, the first Greek lytist, proclaims to the daughters of Lycambes 
both his mad love and his contempt, it is not his passion alone which 
dances before us in orgiastic frenzy; but we see Dionysus and the 
Meenads, we see the drunken reveler Archilochus sunk down in 
slumber—as Euripides depicts it in the Bacchae, the sleep on the high 
mountain pasture, in the noonday sun. And now Apollo approaches 
and touches him with the laurel. Then the Dionyso-musical enchant- 
ment of the sleeper seems to emit picture sparks, lyrical poems, which 
in their highest form are called tragedies and dramatic dithyrambs. 

The plastic artist, as also the epic poet, who is related to him, is 
sunk in the pure contemplation of images. The Dionysian musician 
is, without any images, himself pure primordial pain and its primordial 
reéchoing. The lyric genius is conscious of a world of pictures and 
symbols—growing out of his state of mystical self-abnegation and one- 
ness. This state has a coloring, a causality and a velocity quite differ- 
ent from that of the world of the plastic artist and the epic poet. For 
the latter lives in these pictures, and only in them, with joyful satis- 
faction. He never grows tired of contemplating lovingly even their 
minutest traits. Even the picture of the angry Achilles is only a pic- 
ture to him, whose angry expression he enjoys with the dream-joy 
in appearance. Thus, by this mirror of appearance, he is protected 
against being united and blended with his figures. In direct contrast to 
this, the pictures of the lyrist are nothing but his very self and, as it 
were, only different projections of himself, by force of which he, as 
the moving center of this world, may say “I”: only of course this self 
is not the same as that of the waking, empirically real man, but the 
only truly existent and eternal self resting at the basis of things, and 
with the help of whose images, the lyric genius can penetrate to this 
very basis. 

Now let us suppose that among these images he also beholds him- 
self as non-genius, i.e., his subject, the whole throng of subjective 
passions and agitations directed to a definite object which appears 
real to him. It may now seem as if the lyric genius and the allied non- 
genius were one, as if the former had of its own accord spoken that 
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little word “I.” But this identity is but superficial and it will no 
longer be able to lead us astray, as it certainly led astray those who 
designated the lyrist as the subjective poet. For, as a matter of fact, 
Archilochus, the passionately inflamed, loving and hating man, is but 
a vision of the genius, who by this time is no longer merely Archilo- 
chus, but a world-genius expressing his primordial pain symboli- 
cally in the likeness of the man Archilochus: while the subjectively 
willing and desiring man, Archilochus, can never at any time be a 
poet. It is by no means necessary, however, that the lyrist should see 
nothing but the phenomenon of the man Archilochus before him as 
a reflection of eternal being; and tragedy shows how far the visionary 
world of the lyrist may be removed from this phenomenon, which, of 
course, is intimately related to it. 

Schopenhauer, who did not conceal from himself the difficulty the 
lyrist presents in the philosophical contemplation of art, thought he 
had found a solution, with which, however, I am not in entire accord. 
(Actually, it was in his profound metaphysics of music that he alone 
held in his hands the means whereby this difficulty might be defh- 
nitely removed: as I believe I have removed it here in his spirit and to 
his honor). In contrast to our view, he describes the peculiar nature 
of song as follows (Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, I. 295): 

“It is the subject of will, i.e., his own volition, which the conscious- 
ness of the singer feels; often as a released and satisfied desire (joy), 
but still oftener as a restricted desire (grief), always as an emotion, 
a passion, a moved frame of mind. Besides this, however, and along 
with it, by the sight of surrounding nature, the singer becomes con- 
scious of himself as the subject of pure will-less knowing, whose un- 
broken, blissful peace now appears, in contrast to the stress of desire, 
which is always restricted and always needy. The feeling of this con- 
trast, this alternation, is really what the lyric as a whole expresses and 
what principally constitutes the lyrical state of mind. In it pure 
knowing comes to us as it were to deliver us from desire and its strain; 
we follow, but only for an instant; desire, the remembrance of our 
own personal ends, tears us anew from peaceful contemplation, yet 
ever again the next beautiful surrounding in which the pure will-less 
knowledge presents itself to us, allures us away from desire. There- 
fore, in the lyric and the lyrical mood, desire (the personal interest of 
the ends) and pure perception of the surrounding presented are 
wonderfully mingled with each other; connections between them are 
sought for and imagined; the subjective disposition, the affection of 
the will, imparts its own hue to the perceived surrounding, and con- 
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versely, the surroundings communicate the reflex of their color to the 
will. The true lyric is the expression of the whole of this mingled and 
divided state of mind.” 

Who could fail to recognize in this description that lyric poetry is 
here characterized as an incompletely attained art, which arrives at its 
goal infrequently and only as it were by leaps? Indeed, it is described 
as a semi-art, whose essence is said to consist in this, that desire and 
pure contemplation, i.e., the unesthetic and the esthetic condition, 
are wonderfully mingled with each other. It follows that Schopen- 
hauer still classifies the arts as subjective or objective, using the anti- 
thesis as if it were a criterion of value. But it is our contention, on the 
contrary, that this antithesis between the subjective and the objective 
is especially irrelevant in esthetics, since the subject, the desiring in- 
dividual furthering his own egoistic ends, can be conceived of only as 
the antagonist, not as the origin of art. In so far as the subject is the 
artist, however, he has already been released from his individual will, 
and has become as it were the medium through which the one truly 
existent Subject celebrates his release in appearance. For, above all, to 
our humiliation and exaltation, one thing must be clear to us. The 
entire comedy of art is neither performed for our betterment or edu- 
cation nor are we the true authors of this art-world. On the contrary, 
we may assume that we are merely pictures and artistic projections for 
the true author, and that we have our highest dignity in our signih- 
cance as works of art—for it is only as an esthetic phenomenon that 
existence and the world are eternally justified—while of course our 
consciousness of our own significance hardly differs from that which 
the soldiers painted on canvas have of the battle represented on it. 
Thus all our knowledge of art is basically quite illusory, because as 
knowing beings we are not one and identical with that Being who, as 
the sole author and spectator of this comedy of art, prepares a perpet- 
ual entertainment for himself. Only in so far as the genius in the act 
of artistic creation coalesces with this primordial artist of the world, 
does he catch sight of the eternal essence of art; for in this state he is, 
in a marvelous manner, like the weird picture of the fairy-tale which 
can turn its eyes at will and behold itself; he is now at once subject 
and object, at once poet, actor, and spectator. 


6 


In connection with Archilochus, scholarly research has discovered that 
he introduced the folk-song into literature, and, on account of this, 
deserved, according to the general estimate of the Greeks, his unique 
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position beside Homer. But what is the folk-song in contrast to the 
wholly Apollonian epos? What else but the perpetuum vestigium of 
a union of the Apollonian and the Dionysian? Its enormous diffusion 
among all peoples, further re-enforced by ever-new births, is testimony 
to the power of this artistic dual impulse of Nature: which leaves its 
vestiges in the folk-song just as the orgiastic movements of a people 
perpetuate themselves in its music. Indeed, it might also be histori- 
cally demonstrable that every period rich in folk-songs has been most 
violently stirred by Dionysian currents, which we must always consider 
the substratum and prerequisite of the folk-song. 

First of all, however, we must conceive the folk-song as the musical 
mirror of the world, as the original melody, now seeking for itself a 
parallel dream-phenomenon and expressing it in poetry. Melody ts 
therefore primary and universal, and so may admit of several objecti- 
fications in several texts. Likewise, in the naive estimation of the 
people, it is regarded as by far the more important and essential ele- 
ment. Melody generates the poem out of itself by a continuous proc- 
ess. The strophic form of the folk-song points to the same thing; a 
phenomenon which I had always beheld with astonisliment, until at 
last I found this explanation. Any one who in accordance with this 
theory examines a collection of folk-songs, such as Des Knaben Wun- 
derhorn, will find innumerable instances of the way the continuously 
generating melody scatters picture sparks all around, which in their 
variegation, their abrupt change, their mad precipitation, mani- 
fest a power quite unknown to the epic and its steady flow. From the 
standpoint of the epos, this unequal and irregular pictorial world of 
lyric poetry is definitely to be condemned: and it certainly has been 
thus condemned by the solemn epic rhapsodists of the Apollo- 
nian festivals in the age of Terpander. 

Accordingly, we observe that in the poetry of the folk-song, language 
is stramed to its utmost that it may imitate music; and hence with 
Archilochus begins a new world of poetry, which is basically opposed 
to the Homeric. And in saying this we have indicated the only possible 
relation between poetry and music, between word and tone: the 
word, the picture, the concept here seeks an expression analogous to 
music and now feels in itself the power of music. In this sense we 
may discriminate between two main currents in the history of the 
language of the Greek people, according to whether their language 
imitated the world of image and phenomenon, or the world of music. 
One need only reflect more deeply on the linguistic difference with 
regard to color, syntactical structure, and vocabulary in Homer and 
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Pindar, in order to understand the significance of this contrast; in- 
deed, it becomes palpably clear that in the period between Homer 
and Pindar there must have sounded out the orgiastic flute tones of 
Olympus, which, even in Atistotle’s time, when music was infinitely 
more developed, transported people to drunken ecstasy, and which, 
in their primitive state of development, undoubtedly incited to imi- 
tation all the poetic means of expression of contemporaneous man. | 
here call attention to a familiar phenomenon of our own times, 
against which our esthetic raises many objections. We again and again 
have occasion to observe that a Beethoven symphony compels its 
individual auditors to use figurative speech in describing it, no mat- 
ter how fantastically variegated and even contradictory may be the 
composition and make-up of the different pictorial world produced 
by a piece of music. To exercise its poor wit on such compositions, and 
to overlook a phenomenon which is certainly worth explaining, is 
quite in keeping with this esthetic. Indeed, even when the tone-poet 
expresses his composition in pictures, when for instance he desig- 
nates a certain symphony as the “pastoral” symphony, or a passage 
in it as the ‘scene by the brook,” or another as the “merry gathering 
of rustics,” these too are only symbolical representations born of music 
—and not perhaps the imitated objects of music—representations 
which can teach us nothing whatsoever concerning the Dionysian 
content of music, and which imdeed have no distinctive value of 
their own beside other pictorial expressions. We have now to transfer 
this process of a discharge of music in pictures to some fresh, youth- 
ful, linguistically creative people, in order to get a notion of how the 
strophic faculty of speech is stimulated by this new principle of the 
imitation of music. 

If, therefore, we may regard lyric poetry as the fulguration of music 
in images and concepts, we should now ask: “In what form does 
music appear in the mirror of symbolism and conception?” It appears 
as will, taking the term in Schopenhauer’s sense, i.e., as the antithe- 
sis of the esthetic, purely contemplative, and passive frame of mind. 
Here, however, we must make as sharp a distinction as possible be- 
tween the concept of essence and the concept of phenomenon; for 
music, according to its essence, cannot possibly be will. ‘To be will it 
would have to be wholly banished from the realm of art—for the will 
is the unesthetic-in-itself. Yet though essentially it is not will, phe- 
nomenally it appears as will. For in order to express the phenom- 
enon of music in images, the lyrist needs all the agitations of passion, 
from the whisper of mere inclination to the roar of madness. Im- 
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pelled to speak of music in Apollonian symbols, he conceives of all 
nature, and himself therein, only as eternal Will, Desire, Longing. 
But in so far as he interprets music by means of images, he himself 
rests in the quiet calm of Apollonian contemplation, though every- 
thing around him which he beholds through the medium of music 
may be confused and violent. Indeed, when he beholds himself 
through this same medium, his own image appears to him as an un- 
satisfied feeling: his own willing, longing, moaning, rejoicing, are to 
him symbols by which he interprets music. This is the phenomenon 
of the lyrist: as Apollonian genius he interprets music through the 
image of the will, while he himself, completely released from the de- 
sire of the will, is the pure, undimmed eye of day. 

Our whole discussion insists that lyric poetry is dependent on the 
spirit of music just as music itself in its absolute sovereignty does not 
need the picture and the concept, but merely endures them as ac- 
companiments. The poems of the lyrist can express nothing which 
did not already lie hidden in the vast universality and absoluteness of 
the music which compelled him to figurative speech. Language can 
never adequately render the cosmic symbolism of music, because 
music stands in svmbolic relation to the primordial contradiction and 
primordial pain in the heart of the Primal Unity, and therefore sym- 
bolizes a sphere which is beyond and before all phenomena. Rather are 
all phenomena, compared with it, merely symbols: hence language, 
as the organ and symbol of phenomena, can never, by any means, dis- 
close the innermost heart of music; language, in its attempt to imitate 
it, can only be in superficial contact with music; while the deepest 
significance of the latter cannot with all the eloquence of lyric poetry 
be brought one step nearer to us. 


7 


We must now avail ourselves of all the principles of art hitherto con- 
sidered, in order to find our way through the labyrinth, as we must 
call it, of the origin of Greek tragedy. I do not think I am unreasona- 
ble in saying that the problem of this origin has as yet not even been 
seriously stated, not to say solved, however often the ragged tatters 
of ancient tradition are sewn together in various combinations and 
torn apart again. This tradition tells us quite unequivocally, that trag- 
edy arose from the tragic chorus, and was originally only chorus and 
nothing but chorus; and hence we feel it our duty to look into the 
heart of this tragic chorus as being the real proto-drama. We shall not 
let ourselves be at all satisfied with that current art-lingo which makes 
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the chorus the “ideal spectator,” or has it represent the people in con- 
trast to the aristocratic elements of the scene. This latter explanation 
has a sublime sound to many a politician. It insists that the immu- 
table moral law was embodied by the democratic Athenians in the 
popular chorus, which always wins out over the passionate excesses 
and extravagances of kings. This theory may be ever so forcibly sug- 
gested by one of Aristotle’s observations; still, it has no influence on 
the original formation of tragedy, inasmuch as the entire antithesis of 
king and people, and, in general, the whole politico-social sphere, 
is excluded from the purely religious origins of tragedy. With this in 
mind, and remembering the well-known classical form of the chorus 
in Aéschylus and Sophocles, we should even deem it blasphemy to 
speak here of the anticipation of a “constitutional popular representa- 
tion.” From this blasphemy, however, others have not shrunk. The 
ancient governments knew of no constitutional representation of 
the people in praxi, and it is to be hoped that they did not “antici- 
pate” it in their tragedy either. 

Much more famous than this political interpretation of the chorus 
is the theory of A. W. Schlegel, who advises us to regard the chorus, 
in a manner, as the essence and extract of the crowd of spectators, 
—as the “ideal spectator.” This view, when compared with the histori- 
cal tradition that originally tragedy was only chorus, reveals itself for 
what it is,—a crude, unscientific, yet brilliant generalization, which, 
however, acquires that brilliancy only through its epigrammatic form 
of expression, the deep Germanic bias in favor of anything called 
“ideal,” and our momentary astonishment. For we are certainly aston- 
ished the moment we compare our familiar theatrical public with 
this chorus, and ask ourselves whether it could ever be possible to 
idealize something analogous to the Greek tragic chorus out of such a 
public. We tacitly deny this, and now wonder as much at the boldness 
of Schlegel’s assertion as at the totally different nature of the Greek 
public. For hitherto we had always believed that the true spectator, 
whoever he may be, must always remain conscious that he was view- 
ing a work of art, and not an empirical reality. But the tragic chorus 
of the Greeks is forced to recognize real beings in the figures of the 
drama. The chorus of the Oceanides really believes that it sees before 
it the Titan Prometheus, and considers itself as real as the god of the 
scene. And are we to designate as the highest and purest type of spec- 
tator, one who, like the Oceanides, regards Prometheus as real and 
present in body? Is it characteristic of the ideal spectator to run on 
to the stage and free the god from his torments? We had always be- 
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lieved in an esthetic public, we had considered the individual spectator 
the better qualified the more he was capable of viewing a work of art 
as art, that is, esthetically. But now Schlegel tells us that the perfect 
ideal spectator does not at all allow the world of the drama to act on 
him esthetically, but corporeally and empirically. Oh, these Greeks! 
we sighed; they upset all our esthetics! . . . But once accustomed to 
it, we have repeated Schlegel’s saying whenever the chorus came up 
for discussion. 

Now, the tradition which is quite explicit here, speaks against 
Schlegel. The chorus as such, without the stage,—the primitive form 
of tragedy,—and the chorus of ideal spectators do not go together. 
What kind of art would that be in which the spectator does not enter 
as a separate concept? What kind of art is that whose true form Is 
identical with the “spectator as such”? The spectator without the play 
is nonsense. We fear that the birth of tragedy is to be explained nei- 
ther by the high esteem for the moral intelligence of the multitude 
nor by the concept of the spectator minus the play. We must regard 
the problem as too deep to be even touched by such superficial gen- 
eralizing. 

An infinitely more valuable insight into the significance of the 
chorus had already been displayed by Schiller in the celebrated Preface 
to his Bride of Messina, where he regards the chorus as a living bar- 
tier which tragedy constructs round herself to cut off her contact with 
the world of reality, and to preserve her ideal domain and her poetical 
freedom. 

With this, his chief weapon, Schiller combats the ordinary concep- 
tion of the natural, the illusion usually demanded in dramatic poetry. 
Although it is true that the stage day is merely artificial, the architec- 
ture only symbolical, and the metrical language purely ideal in char- 
acter, nevertheless an erroneous view still prevails in the main: that 
we should not excuse these conventions merely on the ground that 
they constitute a poetical license. Now in reality these “conventions” 
form the essence of all poetry. The introduction of the chorus, says 
Schiller, is the decisive step by which open and honorable war is de- 
clared against all naturalism in art. It would seem that to denigrate 
this view of the matter our would-be superior age has coined the dis- 
dainful catchword “pseudo-idealism.” I fear, however, that we, on the 
other hand, with our present adoration of the natural and the real, 
have reached the opposite pole of all idealism, namely, in the region 
of wax-work cabinets. There is an art in these too, as certain novels 
much in vogue at present evidence: but let us not disturb ourselves at 
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the claim that by any such art the Schiller-Goethian “pseudo-idealism” 
has been vanquished. 

It is indeed an “ideal” domain, as Schiller correctly perceived, in 
which the Greek satyr chorus, the chorus of primitive tragedy, was 
wont to dwell. It is a domain raised high above the actual path of 
mortals. For this chorus the Greek built up the scaffolding of a ficti- 
tious natural state and on it placed fictitious natural beings. On this 
foundation tragedy developed and so, of course, it could dispense 
from the beginning with a painful portrayal of reality. Yet it is no 
arbitrary world placed by whim between heaven and earth; rather is it 
a world with the same reality and credibilitv that Olympus with its 
dwellers possessed for the believing Hellene. The satyr, as the Diony- 
sian chorist, lives in a religiously acknowledged reality under the sanc- 
tion of the myth and the cult. That tragedy should begin with him, 
that he should be the voice of the Dionysian tragic wisdom, is just as 
strange a phenomenon as the general derivation of tragedy from the 
chorus. 

Perhaps we shall have a point of departure for our inquiry, if I put 
forward the proposition that the satyr, the fictitious natural being, 
bears the same relation to the man of culture that Dionvsian music 
does to civilization. Concerning this latter, Richard Wagner says 
that it is neutralized by music just as lamplight is neutralized by the 
light of day. Similarly, I believe, the Greek man of culture felt him- 
self neutralized in the presence of the satyric chorus: and this is the 
most immediate effect of the Dionysian tragedy, that the state and so- 
ciety, and, in general, the gulfs between man and man give way to 
an overwhelming feeling of unity leading back to the very heart of 
nature. The metaphysical comfort—with which, as ] have here inti- 
mated, every true tragedy leaves us—that, in spite of the flux of phe- 
nomena, life at bottom is indestructibly powerful and pleasurable, ap- 
pears with objective clarity as the satyr chorus, the chorus of natural 
beings, who as it were live ineradicably behind every civilization, and 
who, despite the ceaseless change of generations and the history of na- 
tions, remain the same to all eternity. 

With this chorus the deep-minded Hellene consoles himself, he who 
is so singularly constituted for the most sensitive and grievous suffering, 
he who with a piercing glance has penetrated into the very heart of 
the terrible destructive processes of so-called universal history, as also 
into the cruelty of nature, and who is in danger of longing for a Bud- 
dhistic negation of the will. Art saves him, and through art life saves 
him—for herself. 
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For we must realize that in the ecstasy of the Dionysian state, with 
its anmthilation of the ordinary bounds and limits of existence, there 
is contained a lethargic element, in which are submerged all past 
personal experiences. It is this gulf of oblivion that separates the world 
of everyday from the world of Dionysian reality. But as soon as we be- 
come conscious again of this everyday reality, we feel it as nauseating 
and repulsive; and an ascetic will-negating mood is the fruit of these 
states. In this sense the Dionysian man resembles Hamlet: both have 
for once penetrated into the true nature of things,—they have per- 
ceived, but it is irksome for them to act; for their action cannot 
change the eternal nature of things; the time is out of joint and they 
regard it as shameful or ridiculous that they should be required to set 
it right. Knowledge kills action, action requires the veil of illusion— 
it is this lesson which Hamlet teaches, and not the idle wisdom of 
John-o’-Dreams who from too much reflection, from a surplus of 
possibilities, never arrives at action at all. Not reflection, no!—true 
knowledge, insight into the terrible truth, preponderate over all mo- 
tives inciting to action, in Hamlet as well as in the Dionysian man. 
There is no longer any use in comfort; his longing goes beyond a 
world after death, beyond the gods themselves; existence with its glit- 
tering reflection in the gods or in an immortal beyond is abjured. In 
the consciousness of the truth once perceived, man now sees every- 
where only the terror or the absurdity of existence; now he can under- 
stand the symbolism of Ophelia’s fate; now he can realize the wis- 
dom of the svlvan god Silenus: and he is filled with loathing. 

But at this juncture, when the will is most imperiled, art approaches, 
as a redeeming and healing enchantress; she alone may transform 
these horrible reflections on the terror and absurdity of existence into 
representations with which man may live. These are the representa- 
tion of the sublime as the artistic conquest of the awful, and of the 
comic as the artistic release from the nausea of the absurd. The satyric 
chorus of the dithyramb is the saving device of Greek art; the parox- 
ysms described above exhaust themselves in the intermediary world of 
these Dionysian votaries. 


8 


The satyr, like the idyllic shepherd of our more recent time, is the off- 
spring of a longing for the Primitive and the Natural; but how firmly 
and fearlessly the Greek embraced the man of the woods, and how 
timorously and mawkishly modern man dallied with the flattering pic- 
ture of a sentimental, flute-playing, soft-mannered shepherd! Nature, 
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as yet unchanged by knowledge, maintaining impregnable barriers to 
culture—that is what the Greek saw in his satyr, which nevertheless 
was not on this account to be confused with the primitive cave-man. 
On the contrary, the satyr was the archetype of man, the embodiment 
of his highest and intensest emotions, the ecstatic reveler enraptured 
by the proximity of his god, the sympathetic companion in whom is 
repeated the suffering of the god, wisdom’s harbinger speaking from 
the very heart of nature, emblem of the sexual omnipotence of na- 
ture, which the Greek was wont to contemplate with reverence and 
wonder. The satyr was something sublime and godlike: it was inevi- 
table that he should appear so, especially to the sad downcast glance of 
the Dionysian man. Our counterfeit tricked-up shepherd would have 
repulsed the Dionysian; but on the naked and magnificent characters 
of nature his eye dwelt with rapt satisfaction. Here the illusion of cul- 
ture was cast off from the archetype of man; here the true man, the 
bearded satyr, revealed himself, shouting joyfully to his god. Face to 
face with him the man of culture.shrank to a specious caricature. 
Schiller is right also with regard to these beginnings of tragic art: the 
chorus is a living bulwark against the onslaught of reality, because it 
—the satyr chorus—portrays existence more truthfully, more essen- 
tially, more perfectly than the cultured man who ordinarily considers 
himself as the sole reality. The sphere of poetry does not lie outside 
the world, like some chimera of the poetic imagination; it seeks to 
be the very opposite, the unvarnished expression of truth, and for this 
very reason it must reject the false finery of that supposed reality of 
the cultured man. The contrast between this intrinsic truth of nature 
and the falsehood of culture, which poses as the only reality, is similar 
to that existing between the eternal heart of things, the thing in itself, 
and the collective world of phenomena. And just as tragedy, with 
its metaphysical comfort, points to the eternal life of this kernel of 
existence, and to the perpetual dissolution of phenornena, so the 
symbolism of the satyr chorus already expresses figuratively this 
primal relation between the thing in itself and the phenomenon. 
The idvllic shepherd of the modern man is but a copy of the sum of 
the culture—illusions which he calls nature; the Dionysian Greek 
desires truth and nature in their most potent form—and so he sees 
himself metamorphosed into the satyr. 

The reveling throng of the votaries of Dionysus rejoices under the 
influence of such moods and perceptions, the power of which trans- 
forms them before their own eyes, so that they imagine they behold 
themselves as recreated genii of nature, as satyrs. The latter constitu- 
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tion of the tragic chorus is the artistic imitation of this natural phe- 
nomenon, which of course necessitated a separation of the Dionysian 
spectators from the enchanted Dionysians. However, we must always 
remember that the public of the Attic tragedy rediscovered itself in 
the chorus of the orchestra, that there was at bottom no opposition 
of public and chorus: for all was but one great sublime chorus of 
dancing and singing satyrs, or of such as allowed themselves to be 
represented by these satyrs. Schlegel’s observation in this sense re- 
veals a deeper significance. The chorus is the “ideal spectator” ? in so 
far as it is the only beholder,’ the beholder of the visionary world of 
the scene. A public of spectators, as we know it, was unknown to 
the Greeks. In their theaters the terraced structure of the theatron ris- 
ing in concentric arcs enabled every one to overlook, in an actual 
sense, the entire world of culture around him, and in an 
over-abundance of contemplation to imagine himself one of the cho- 
rus. According to this view, then, we may call the chorus in its primi- 
tive stage in early tragedy a self-mirroring of the Dionysian man: a 
phenomenon which is most clearly exemplified by the process of 
the actor, who, if he be truly gifted, sees hovering almost tangibly be- 
fore his eyes the character he is to represent. The satyr chorus is above 
all a vision of the Dionysian throng, just as the world of the stage is, 
in turn, a vision of the satyr chorus. The power of this vision is great 
enough to render the eye dull and insensible to the impression of 
“reality,” to the presence of the cultured men occupying the tiers of 
seats on every side. The form of the Greek theater reminds one of a 
lonesome mountain-valley. The architecture of the scene is a lumi- 
nous cloud-picture and the Bacchants swarming on the mountains be- 
hold this picture from the heights,—the splendid encirclement in the 
midst of which ts visible the image of Dionysus. 

Brought in contact with our learned notions of the elementary ar- 
tistic processes, this artistic proto-phenomenon, here introduced as an 
explanation of the tragic chorus, is almost shocking: yet nothing can 
be more certain than that the poet is a poet only in so far as he sees 
himself surrounded by forms which live and act before him, and into 
whose innermost being he penetrates. By reason of a peculiar defect 
in our modern critical faculty, we are inclined to consider the esthetic 
proto-phenomenon too complexly, too abstractly. For the true poet a 
metaphor is not a figure of speech, but a vicarious image which ac- 
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tually hovers before him in place of a concept. To him a character 
is not an aggregate composed of a number of particular traits, but an 
organic person pressing himself upon his attention, and differing 
from the similar vision of the painter only in the continuousness of its 
life and action. Why does Homer describe much more vividly* than all 
the other poets? Because he contemplates® much more. We talk so ab- 
stractly about poetry, because we are all bad poets. At bottom the 
esthetic phenomenon is simple: if a man merely has the faculty of 
seeing perpetual vitality around him, of living continually surrounded 
by hosts of spirits, he will be a poet. If he but feels the impulse to 
transform himself and to speak from out the bodies and souls of oth- 
ers, he will be a dramatist. 

The Dionysian excitement is able to inspire a whole mass of men 
with this artistic faculty of seeing themselves surrounded by such a 
host of spirits with whom they know themselves to be essentially 
one. This process of the tragic chorus is the dramatic proto- 
phenomenon: to see yourself transformed before your own eyes, and 
then to act as if you had actually taken possession of another body 
and another character. This process stands at the beginning of the 
development of the drama. Here we have something different from 
the rhapsodist, who does not unite with his images, but, like the 
painter, merely views them contemplatively, with detachment. Here 
we actually have the individual surrendering himself by the fact of his 
entrance into an alien nature. Moreover, this phenomenon is epi- 
demic in its manifestation: a whole throng experiences this meta- 
morphosis. Hence it is that the dithyramb is essentially different from 
every other variety of choric song. The virgins, who, laure] branches 
in hand, solemnly make their way to the temple of Apollo singing a 
processional hymn, remain what they are and retain their civic names: 
but the dithyrambic chorus is a chorus of transformed beings, whose 
civic past and social position are totally forgotten. They have become 
the timeless servants of their god, living apart from all the life of the 
community. Every other kind of choric lyric of the Hellenes is nothing 
but an enormous intensification of the Apollonian unit-singer: while 
in the dithyramb we have a community of unconscious actors, who 
mutually regard themselves as transformed among one another. 

This enchantment is the prerequisite for all dramatic art. Under its 
spell the Dionysian reveler sees himself as a satyr, and as satyr he in turn 


4 [Anschaulicher.] 
5 [Anschaut.] 


NIETZSCHE / 525 


beholds the god, that is, in his transformation he sees a new vision 
outside him as the Apollonian consummation of his own state. With 
this new vision the drama completes itself. 

According to this view, we must understand Greek tragedy as the 
Dionysian chorus, disburdening itself again and again in an Apol- 
lonian image-world. The choric parts, therefore, with which tragedy is 
interlaced, are in a sense the maternal womb of the entire so-called 
dialogue, that is, of the whole stage-world, of the drama proper. In 
several successive outbursts this primal basis of tragedy releases this 
vision of the drama, which is a dream-phenomenon throughout, and, 
as such, epic in character: on the other hand, however, as the ob- 
jectification of a Dionysian state, it represents not the Apollonian re- 
demption in appearance, but, conversely, the dissolution of the indi- 
vidual and his unification with primordial existence. And so the 
drama becomes the Apollonian embodiment of Dionysian perceptions 
and influences, and therefore separates itself by a tremendous gap 
from the epic. 

The chorus of the Greek tragedy, the symbol of the collectively 
excited Dionysian throng, thus finds its full explanation in our con- 
ception. Accustomed as we were to the function performed by our 
modern stage chorus, especially an operatic one, we could never com- 
prehend why the tragic chorus of the Greeks should be older, more 
primitive, indeed, more important than the “action” proper—as has 
been so plainly declared by the voice of tradition; whereas, further- 
more, we could not reconcile with this traditional primacy and 
primitiveness the fact that the chorus was composed only of humble, 
attendant beings—indeed, in the beginning, only of goatlike satyrs; 
and, finally, there remained the riddle of the orchestra before the 
scene. We have at last realized that the scene, together with the 
action, was fundamentally and originally thought of only as a viston, 
that the only reality is just the chorus, which of itself generates the 
vision and celebrates it with the entire symbolism of dancing, music, 
and speech. In the vision, this chorus beholds its lord and master 
Dionysus, and so it is forever a chorus that serves; it sees how he, 
the god, suffers and glorifies himself, and therefore does not itself act. 
But though its attitude towards the god is throughout the attitude of 
ministration, this is nevertheless the highest, that is, the Dionysian, ex- 
pression of Nature, and therefore, like Nature herself in a state of 
transport, the chorus utters oracles and wise sayings: as fellow-sufferer 
it is at the same time the sage who proclaims truth from out the heart 
of Nature. Thus, then, originates the fantastic figure, seemingly so 
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discordant, of the wise and inspired satyr, who is at the same time 
“the dumb man” in contrast to the god: who is the image of Nature 
and her strongest impulses, the very symbol of Nature, and at the 
same time the proclaimer of her art and vision: musician, poet, dancer, 
and visionary united in one person, 

In accordance with this view, and with tradition, Dionysus, the 
proper stage-hero and focus of vision, is in the remotest period of 
tragedy not at first actually present, but is only so imagined, which 
means that tragedy is originally only “chorus” and not “drama.” Later 
on the attempt is made to present the god as real and to display the 
visionary figure together with its aura of splendor before the eyes of 
all; here the “drama,” in the narrow sense of the term, begins. ‘The 
dithyrambic chorus is now assigned the task of exciting the minds of 
the audience to such a pitch of Dionysian frenzy, that, when the 
tragic hero appears on the stage, they do not see in him an unshapely 
man wearing a mask, but they see a visionary figure, born as it were 
of their own ecstasy. Picture Admetus, sunk in profound meditation 
about his lately departed wife, Alcestis, and quite consuming himself 
in fancied contemplation. Suddenly the veiled figure of a woman, re- 
sembling her in form and gait, is led towards him. Picture his sudden 
trembling anxiety, his excited comparisons, his instinctive conviction 
—-and we shall have a sensation comparable to that with which the 
dionysiacally excited spectator saw approaching on the stage, the god 
with whose sufferings he has already become identified. Involuntarily, 
he transferred the whole image of the god, fluttering magically before 
his soul, to this masked figure and resolved its reality as it were into a 
phantasmal unreality. This is the Apollonian dream-state, in which 
the world of day is veiled, and a new world, clearer, more intelligible, 
more vivid and yet more shadowy than the old, is, by a perpetual 
transformation, born and reborn before our eyes. Accordingly we 
recognize in tragedy a complete stylistic opposition: the language, 
color, flexibility and movement of the dialogue fall apart into two en- 
tirely separate realms of expression, into the Dionysian lyrics of the 
chorus on the one hand, and the Apollonian dream-world of the scene 
on the other. The Apollonian appearances, in which Dionysus ob- 
jectifies himself, are no longer “ein ewiges Meer, ein wechselnd 
Weben, ein gliihend Leben,” ® as is the music of the chorus. ‘They 
are no longer those forces merely felt, but not condensed into a 
picture, by which the inspired votary of Dionysus divines the proxim- 
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ity of his god. Now the clearness and firmness of epic form speak to 
him from the scene; now Dionysus no longer speaks through forces, 
but as an epic hero, almost with the tongue of Homer. 


9 

Whatever rises to the surface in the dialogue of the Apollonian part 
of Greek tragedy, appears simple, transparent, beautiful. In this sense 
the dialogue is a reflection of the Hellene, whose nature reveals it- 
self in the dance, because in the dance while the greatest energy is 
merely potential, it nevertheless betrays itself in the flexibility and 
exuberance of movement. The language of the Sophoclean heroes, 
for instance, surprises us so much by its Apollonian precision and 
clarity, that we at once think we see into the innermost recesses of 
their being, not a little astounded that the way thereto is so short. 
But let us, for the moment, disregard the character of the hero which 
rises to the surface and grows visible—and which at bottom is nothing 
but the light-picture cast on a dark wall, that is, appearance through 
and through. Instead, let us enter into the myth which is projected 
in these bright mirrorings. We shall suddenly experience a phenom- 
enon which has an inverse relation to one familiar in optics. When, 
after trying hard to look straight at the sun, we turn away blinded, we 
have dark-colored spots before our eyes as restoratives, so to speak; 
while, reversing the colors, those light-picture phenomena of the 
Sophoclean hero,—in short, the Apollonian of the mask,—are the in- 
evitable consequences of a glance into the secret and terrible things 
of nature. They are shining spots intended to heal the eye which dire 
night has seared. Only in this sense can we hope to grasp the true 
meaning of the serious and significant idea of “Greek cheerfulness’; 
while no matter where we turn at the present time we encounter the 
false notion that this cheerfulness results from a state of unendangered 
comfort. 

The most sorrowful figure of the Greek stage, the unfortunate 
(Edipus, is conceived by Sophocles as the type of the noble man who 
despite his wisdom is fated to error and misery, but who nevertheless, 
through his extraordinary sufferings, ultimately exerts a magical, heal- 
ing effect on all around him, which continues even after his death. 
The noble man does not sin; this is what the profound poet would 
tell us. All laws, all natural order, yea, the moral world itself, may be 
destroyed through his action, but through this very action there is 
brought into play a higher magic circle of influences which build 
up a new world on the ruins of the old. This is what the poet, in so 
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far as he is at the same time a religious thinker, wishes to tell us: as 
poet, he first of all discloses to us a wonderfully complicated legal 
mystery, which slowly, link by link, the judge to his own destruction 
unravels. The truly Hellenic delight in this dialectical resolution is 
so great that a touch of surpassing cheerfulness is thereby commu- 
nicated to the whole play. This touch everywhere softens the edge 
of the horrible presuppositions of the plot. In the Gdipus at Colonus 
we find this same cheerfulness, only infinitely transfigured. In con- 
trast to the aged king, burdened with an excess of misery, whose 
relation to all that befalls him is solely that of a sufferer, we have here 
a supramundane cheerfulness, descending from a divine sphere and 
making us feel that in his purely passive attitude the hero achieves his 
highest activity, whose influence extends far beyond his life, while his 
earlier conscious thought and striving led him only to passivity. Thus, 
the legal knot of the C%dipus fable, which to mortal eyes appears 
impossibly complicated, is slowly untaveled—and at this divine coun- 
terpart of dialectic we are filled with a profound human joy. If this 
explanation does justice to the poet, it may still be asked whether the 
content of the myth is thereby exhausted; and here it becomes evi- 
dent that the entire conception of the poet is nothing but the light- 
picture which, after our glance into the abyss, healing nature holds 
up to our eyes. CEdipus, murderer of his father, husband of his 
mother, solver of the riddle of the Sphinx! What is the significance of 
the mysterious triad of these deeds of destiny? There is, especially in 
Persia, a primitive popular belief that a wise Magian can be born 
only of incest. With the riddle-solving and mother-marrying C:dipus 
in mind, we must immediately interpret this to the effect that 
wherever by some prophetic and magical power the boundary of the 
present and future, the inflexible law of individuation and, in general, 
the intrinsic spell of nature, are broken, an extraordinary counter- 
naturalness—in this case, incest—-must have preceded as a cause; for 
how else could one force nature to surrender her secrets but by vic- 
toriously opposing her by means of the Unnatural? This is the secret 
which I see involved in the awful triad of the destiny of Gidipus; the 
very man who solves the riddle of nature—that doubly-constituted 
Sphinx—must also, as the murderer of his father and husband of his 
mother, break the holiest laws of nature. Indeed, it seems as if the 
myth were trying to whisper into our ears the fact that wisdom, es- 
pecially Dionysian wisdom, is an unnatural abomination; that who- 
ever, through his own knowledge, plunges nature into an abyss of an- 
nihilation, must also expect to experience the dissolution of nature 
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in himself. “The sharpness of wisdom turns upon the sage: wisdom 
is a crime against nature”: such are the terrible expressions the 
myth cries out to us. But the Hellenic poet, like a sunbeam, touches 
the sublime and terrible Memnonian statue of the myth, and suddenly 
it begins to sound—in Sophoclean melodies. 

Let me now contrast the glory of passivity with the glory of activity 
which illuminates the Prometheus of A2schylus. What Aéschylus the 
thinker had to tell us here, but which as a poet he only allows us to 
surmise through his symbolic picture, the youthful Goethe has known 
how to reveal to us in the bold words of his Prometheus:— 


“Hier sitz’ ich, forme Menschen 
Nach meinem Bilde, 
Ein Geschlecht, das mir gleich sei, 
Zu leiden, zu weinen, 
Zu geniessen und zu freuen sich, 
Und dein nicht zu achten, 
Wie ich!” 7 


Man, rising to the level of the Titans, acquires his culture by him- 
self, and compels the gods to ally themselves with him, because in his 
self-sufficient wisdom he holds in his hands their existence and their 
limitations. The most wonderful thing, however, in this Prometheus 
fable, which according to its fundamental conception is an essential 
hymn of impiety, is the profound A‘schylean yearning for justice. 
The infinite tragedy of the bold “individual” on the one hand, and 
the divine necessity and premonition of a twilight of the gods on the 
other, the force in these two worlds of suffering operating to produce 
reconciliation, metaphysical oneness—all this strongly suggests the 
central and main position of the A’schylean view of the world, which 
sees Moira as eternal justice enthroned over gods and men. Lest we be 
surprised at the astounding boldness with which Aischylus weighs 
the Olympian world in his scales of justice, we must always keep m 
mind that the thinking Greek had an immovably firm substratum of 
metaphysical thought in his mysteries, and that all his fits of skepti- 
cism could be vented upon the Olympians. When he thought of these 
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deities, the Greek artist in particular had an obscure feeling of mu- 
tual dependency: and it is precisely in the Prometheus of A‘schylus 
that this feeling is symbolized. The Titanic artist discovered in him- 
self a bold confidence in his ability to create men and at least destroy 
the gods. He might do this by his superior wisdom, for which, to be 
sure, he had to atone by eternal suffering. The splendid “I can” of 
the great genius bought cheaply even at the price of eternal suffer- 
ing, the stern pride of the artist: this is the essence and soul of Aéschy- 
lean poetry, while Sophocles in his CEdipus strikes up as prelude the 
triumphal chant of the saint. But even this interpretation which 
/Eschylus has given to the myth does not reveal the astounding depth 
of its terror. As a matter of fact, the artist’s delight in unfolding, 
the gayety of artistic creation bidding defiance to all calamity, is ac- 
tually a shining stellar and nebular image reflected in a black sea of 
sadness. The story of Prometheus is an original possession of the en- 
tire Aryan race, and is documentary evidence of its capacity for the 
profoundly tragic. Indeed, it is not entirely improbable that this myth 
has the same characteristic significance for the Aryan genius that the 
myth of the fall of man has for the Semitic, and that the two are re- 
lated like brother and sister. The presupposition of the Promethean 
myth is the transcendent value which a naive humanity attaches to 
fire as the true palladium of every rising culture. That man, however, 
should not receive this fire only as a gift from heaven, in the form of 
the igniting lightning or the warming sunshine, but should, on the 
contrary, be able to control it at will—this appeared to the reflective 
primitive man as sacrilege, as robbery of the divine nature. And thus 
the first philosophical problem at once causes a painful, irreconcilable 
antagonism between man and God, and puts as it were a mass of 
rock at the gate of every culture. The best and highest that men can 
acquire they must obtain by a crime, and then they must in turn en- 
dure its consequences, namely, the whole flood of sufferings and sor- 
rows with which the offended divinities must requite the nobly as- 
piring race of man. It is a bitter thought, which, by the dignity it 
confers on crime, contrasts strangely with the Semitic myth of the fall 
of man, in which curiosity, deception, weakness in the face of temp- 
tation, wantonness,—in short, a whole series of preéminently femi- 
nine passions,—were regarded as the origin of evil. What distinguishes 
the Aryan conception is the sublime view of active sin as the essen- 
tial Promethean virtue, and the discovery of the ethical basis of 
pessimistic tragedy in the justification of human evil—of human guilt 
as well as of the suffering incurred thereby. The pain implicit in the 
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very structure of things—which the contemplative Aryan is not dis- 
posed to explain away—the antagonism in the heart of the world, 
manifests itself to him as a medley of different worlds, for instance, a 
Divine and a human world, both of which are in the right individ- 
ually, but which, because they exist separately side by side, must suffer 
for that very individuation. In the heroic effort towards universality 
made by the individual, in his attempt to penetrate beyond the 
bounds of individuation and become himself the one world-being, he 
experiences in himself the primordial contradiction concealed in the 
essence of things, that is, he trespasses and he suffers. Accordingly 
crime® is understood by the Aryans to be masculine, sin® by the 
Semites to be feminine; just as the original crime is committed by 
man, the original sin by woman. Besides, as the witches’ chorus says: 


“Wir nehmen das nicht so genau: 
Mit tausend Schritten macht’s die Frau; 
Doch wie sie auch sich eilen kann 
Mit einem Sprunge macht’s der Mann.” 1° 


He who understands this innermost core of the Prometheus myth— 
namely, the necessity for crime imposed on the titanically striving 
individual—will at once feel the un-Apollonian element in this pessi- 
mistic representation. For Apollo seeks to calm individual beings 
precisely by drawing boundary lines between them, and by again and 
again, with his requirements of self-knowledge and _ self-control, 
recalling these bounds to us as the holiest laws of the universe. How- 
ever, in order that this Apollonian tendency might not congeal the 
form to Egyptian rigidity and coldness, in order that the effort to pre- 
scribe to the individual wave its path and compass might not ruin 
the motion of the entire lake, the high tide of the Dionysian tendency 
destroyed from time to time all those little circles in which the one- 
sided Apollonian “will” sought to confine the Hellenic world. The 
suddenly swelling Dionysian tide then takes the separate little wave- 
mountains of individuals on its back, just as the brother of Prometheus, 
the Titan Atlas, does with the earth. This Titanic impulse, to be- 
come as it were the Atlas of all individuals, and on broad shoulders to 


8 [Der Frevel. 

® [Die Siinde. 

10 [We do not measure with such care: 
Woman in thousand steps is there, 
But howsoe’er she hasten may, 
Man in one leap has cleared the way. 

Faust, Bayard Taylor’s ‘Trans.] 
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bear them higher and higher, farther and farther, is what the Prome- 
thean and the Dionysian have in common. In this respect the Aischy- 
lean Prometheus is a Dionysian mark, while in the aforementioned 
profound yearning for justice, A/schylus betrays to the intelligent eye 
his paternal descent from Apollo, the god of individuation, the god 
who sets the boundaries of justice. And so the double personality of 
the ischylean Prometheus, his conjoint Dionysian and Apollonian na- 
ture, might be thus expressed in an abstract formula: “Whatever exists 
is alike just and unjust, and in both cases equally justified.” 
“Das ist deine Welt! Das heisst eine Welt!” 12 


10 


The tradition is undisputed that Greek tragedy in its earliest form had 
for its sole theme the sufferings of Dionysus, and that for a long time 
the only stage-hero was simply Dionysus himself. With equal confi- 
dence, however, we can assert that, until Euripides, Dionysus never 
once ceased to be the tragic hero; that in fact all the celebrated 
figures of the Greek Stage—Prometheus, CEdipus, etc.—are but masks 
of this original hero, Dionysus. There is godhead behind all these 
masks; and that is the one essential cause of the typical “ideality,” 
so often wondered at, of these celebrated characters. I know not who 
it was maintained that all individuals as such are comic and conse- 
quently untragic: whence we might infer that the Greeks in gen- 
eral could not endure individuals on the tragic stage. And they 
really seem to have felt this: as, in general, we may note in the Platonic 
distinction, so deeply rooted in the Hellenic nature, of the “idea” in 
contrast to the “eidolon,” or image. Using Plato’s terms we should 
have to speak of the tragic figures of the Hellenic stage somewhat as 
follows: the one truly real Dionysus appears in a variety of forms, in 
the mask of a fighting hero and entangled, as it were, in the net of 
the individual will. In the latter case the visible god talks and acts so 
as to resemble an erring, striving, suffering individual. That, generally 
speaking, he appears with such epic precision and clarity is the work 
of the dream-reading Apollo, who through this symbolic appearance 
indicates to the chorus its Dionysian state. In reality, however, and 
behind this appearance, the hero is the suffering Dionysus of the mys- 
teries, the god experiencing in himself the agonies of individuation, 
of whom wonderful myths tell that as a boy he was torn to pieces by 
the Titans and has been worshiped in this state as Zagreus: whereby 


11 (There is thy world, and what a world!—Faust.] 
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is intimated that this dismemberment, the properly Dionysian suffer- 
ing, is like a transformation into air, water, earth, and fite, that we are 
therefore to regard the state of individuation as the origin and prime 
cause of all suffering, as something objectionable in itself. From the 
smile of this Dionysus sprang the Olympian gods, from his tears 
sprang man. In this existence as a dismembered god, Dionysus possesses 
the dual nature of a cruel barbarized demon and a mild, gentle-hearted 
ruler. But the hope of the epopts looked towards a new birth of Di- 
onysus, which we must now in anticipation conceive as the end of 
individuation. It was for this coming third Dionysus that the epopts’ 
stormy hymns of joy resounded. And it is this hope alone that casts a 
gleam of joy upon the features of a world torn asunder and shat- 
tered into individuals: as is symbolized in the myth of Demeter, 
sunk in eternal sorrow, who rejoices again only when told that she 
may once more give birth to Dionysus. This view of things already 
provides us with all the elements of a profound and pessimistic con- 
templation of the world, together with the mystery doctrine of trag- 
edy: the fundamental knowledge of the oneness of everything exist- 
ent, the conception of individuation as the prime cause of evil, and 
of art as the joyous hope that the bonds of individuation may be 
broken in augury of a restored oneness. 

We have already pointed out that the Homeric epos is the poem of 
Olympian culture, in which this culture has sung its own song of 
victory over the terrors of the war of the Titans. Under the predom- 
inating influence of tragic poetry, these Homeric myths are now born 
anew; and this metempsychosis reveals that in the meantime the Olym- 
pian culture also has been conquered by a still deeper view of things. 
The insolent Titan Prometheus has announced to his Olympian 
tormentor that some day the greatest danger will menace his rule, un- 
less Zeus ally with him in time. In Atschylus we perceive the terrified 
Zeus, fearful of his end, allying himself with the Titan. Thus, the 
former age of the Titans is once more recovered from Tartarus and 
brought to the light of day. The philosophy of wild and naked nature 
beholds with the frank, undissembling gaze of truth the myths of the 
Homeric world as they dance past: they turn pale, they tremble un- 
der the piercing glance of this goddess—till the powerful fist of the 
Dionysian artist forces them into the service of the new deity. Di- 
onysian truth takes over the entire domain of myth as the symbolism 
of its knowledge. This it makes known partly in the public cult of 
tragedy and partly in the secret celebration of the dramatic mysteries, 
but always in the old mythical garb. What power was it that freed 
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Prometheus from his vultures and transformed the myth into a vehicle 
of Dionysian wisdom? It is the Heracleian power of music: which, hav- 
ing reached its highest manifestation in tragedy, can invest myths 
with a new and most profound significance. This we have already 
characterized as the most powerful function of music. For it is the 
fate of every myth to creep by degrees into the narrow limits of some 
alleged historical reality, and to be treated by some later generation as 
a unique fact with historical claims: and the Greeks were already 
fairly on the way to restamp the whole of their mythical juvenile 
dream sagaciously and arbitrarily into a historico-pragmatical juvenile 
history. For this is the way in which religions are wont to die out: 
when under the stern, intelligent eyes of an orthodox dogmatism, the 
mythical premises of a religion are systematized as a sum total of 
historical events; when one begins apprehensively to defend the credi- 
bility of the myths, while at the same time one opposes any continua- 
tion of their natural vitality and growth; when, accordingly, the feel- 
ing for myth perishes, and its place is taken by the claim of religion 
to historical foundations. This dying myth was now seized by the 
new-born genius of Dionysian music; and in these hands it flourished 
yet again, with colors such as it had never yet displayed, with a fra- 
grance that awakened a longing anticipation of a metaphysical world. 
After this final effulgence it collapses, its leaves wither, and soon the 
mocking Lucians of antiquity catch at the discolored and faded flow- 
ers carried away by the four winds. Through tragedy the myth attains 
its most vital content, its most expressive form; it rises once more like 
a wounded hero, and its whole excess of strength, together with the 
philosophic calm of the dying, burns in its eyes with a last powerful 
gleam. 

What didst thou mean, O impious Euripides, in seeking once 
more to subdue this dying one to your service? Under thy ruthless 
hands it died: and then thou madest use of counterfeit, masked myth, 
which like the ape of Heracles could but trick itself out in the old 
finery. And as myth died in thy hands, so too died the genius of music; 
though thou didst greedily plunder all the gardens of music—thou 
didst attain but a counterfeit, masked music. And as thou hast for- 
saken Dionysus, Apollo hath also forsaken thee; rouse up all the pas- 
sions from their haunts and conjure them into thy circle, sharpen and 
whet thy sophistical dialectic for the speeches of thy heroes—thy 
very heroes have but counterfeit, masked passions, and utter but 
counterfeit, masked words. 
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Greek tragedy met an end different from that of her older sister arts: 
she died by suicide, in consequence of an irreconcilable conflict. Ac- 
cordingly she died tragically, while all the others passed away calmly 
and beautifully at a ripe old age. If it be consonant with a happy 
natural state to take leave of life easily, leaving behind a fair posterity, 
the closing period of these older arts exhibits such a happy natural 
state: slowly they sink from sight, and before their dying eyes already 
stand their fairer progeny, who impatiently, with a bold gesture, lift 
up their heads. But when Greek tragedy died, there rose every- 
where the deep feeling of an immense void. Just as the Greek sailors 
in the time of Tiberius once heard upon a lonesome island the thrill- 
ing cry, “Great Pan is dead”: so now through the Hellenic world 
there sounded the grievous lament: “Tragedy is dead! Poetry itself 
has perished with her! Away with you, ye pale, stunted epigones! 
Away to Hades, that ye may for once eat your fill of the crumbs of 
your former masters!” 

And when after this death a new Art blossomed forth which re- 
vered tragedy as her ancestress and mistress, it was observed with hor- 
ror that she did indeed bear the features of her mother, but that they 
were the very features the latter had exhibited in her long death- 
struggle. It was Euripides who fought this death-struggle of tragedy; 
the later art is known as the New Attic Comedy. In it the degenerate 
form of tragedy lived on as a monument of its painful and violent 
death. 

This connection helps to explain the passionate attachment that the 
poets of the New Comedy felt for Euripides; so that we are no longer 
surprised at the wish of Philemon, who would have let himself be 
hanged at once, merely that he might visit Euripides in the lower 
world: if he could only be certain that the deceased still had posses- 
sion of his reason. But if we desire, as briefly as possible, and without 
claiming to say anything exhaustive, to characterize what Eumnpides 
has in common with Menander and Philemon, and what appealed to 
them so strongly as worthy of imitation, it is sufficient to say that Euri- 
pides brought the spectator upon the stage. He who has perceived the 
material out of which the Promethean tragic writers prior to Euripides 
formed their heroes, and how remote from their purpose it was to 
bring the true mask of reality on the stage, will also be able to explain 
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the utterly opposite tendency of Euripides. Through him the average 
man forced his way from the spectators’ benches on to the stage itself; 
the mirror in which formerly only grand and bold traits were repre- 
sented now showed the painful fidelity that conscientiously repro- 
duces even the abortive outlines of nature. Odysseus, the typical Hel- 
lene of the older art, now sank, in the hands of the new poets, to the 
figure of the Graeculus, who, as the good-naturedly cunning house- 
slave, henceforth occupies the center of dramatic interest. What Evu- 
tipides claims credit for in Aristophanes’ Frogs, namely, that his 
household medicines have freed tragic art from its pompous corpu- 
lency, is apparent above all in his tragic heroes. The spectator now ac- 
tually saw and heard his double on the Euripidean stage, and re- 
joiced that he could talk so well. But this joy was not all: you could 
even learn of Euripides how to speak. He prides himself upon this in 
his contest with A‘schylus: from him the people have learned how to 
observe, debate, and draw conclusions according to the rules of 
art and with the cleverest sophistries. In general, through this revo- 
lution of the popular speech, he had made the New Comedy possi- 
ble. For henceforth it was no longer a secret, how—and with what 
wise maxims—the commonplace was to express itself on the stage. 
Civic mediocrity, on which Euripides built all his political hopes, was 
now given a voice, while heretofore the demigod in tragedy and 
the drunken satyr, or demiman, in comedy, had determined the 
character of the language. And so the Aristophanean Euripides prides 
himself on having portrayed the common, familiar, everyday life and 
activities of the people, about which all are qualified to pass judgment. 
If now the entire populace philosophizes, manages land and goods 
and conducts law-suits with unheard-of circumspection, the glory is 
all his, together with the splendid results of the wisdom with which 
he has inoculated the rabble. 

It was to a populace thus prepared and illuminated that that New 
Comedy could now address itself, of which Euripides had become as 
it were the chorus-master; only that this time the chorus of specta- 
tors had to be trained. As soon as this chorus was trained to sing in 
the Euripidean key, there arose that drama which resembles a game of 
chess—the New Comedy, with its perpetual triumphs of cunning 
and artfulness. But Euripides—the chorus-master—was still praised 
continually: indeed, people would have killed themselves in order to 
learn still more from him, if they had not known that tragic poets 
were quite as dead as tragedy. But with that death the Hellene had 
given up his belief in immortality; not only his belief in an ideal past, 
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but also his belief in an ideal future. The words of the well-known 
epitaph, “frivolous and capricious as an old man,” also suit senile Hel- 
lenism. The passing moment, wit, levity, and caprice are its highest 
deities; the fifth estate, that of the slaves, now comes into power, at 
least in sentiment: and if we may still speak at all of “Greek cheerful- 
ness,” it is the cheerfulness of the slave who has nothing of conse- 
quence to be responsible for, nothing great to strive for, and who 
cannot value anything in the past or future higher than the present. 
It was this semblance of “Greek cheerfulness” which so aroused the 
deep-minded and formidable natures of the first four centuries of the 
Christian era: this womanish flight from seriousness and terror, this 
craven satisfaction with easy enjoyment, seemed to them not only 
contemptible, but a specifically anti-Christian sentiment. And to in- 
fluence of that sentiment we must ascribe the fact that the concep- 
tion of Greek antiquity, which endured for centuries, preserved 
with almost unconquerable persistency that feverish hue of cheerful- 
ness—as if there had never been a Sixth Century with its birth of 
tragedy, its Mysteries, its Pythagoras and Heraclitus, as if the very art- 
works of that great period did not at all exist, though these phenom- 
ena can hardly be explained as having originated in any such senile 
and slavish love of existence and cheerfulness, and though they in- 
dicate as the source of their being an altogether different concep- 
tion of the world. 

The assertion made above, that Euripides brought the spectator 
on the stage that he might better qualify him to pass judgment on the 
drama, makes it appear as if the old or tragic art had always been in a 
false relation to the spectator; and one might be tempted to extol as 
an advance over Sophocles the radical tendency of Eumpides to pro- 
duce a proper relation between art-work and public. But “public,” 
after all, is only a word. In no sense is it a homogeneous and constant 
quantity. Why should the artist be bound to accommodate himself to 
a power whose strength lies merely in numbers? And if, by virtue of 
his endowments and aspirations, he should feel himself superior to 
every one of these spectators, how should he feel greater respect for 
the collective expression of all these subordinate capacities than for 
the relatively highest-endowed individual spectator? In truth, if 
ever a Greek artist throughout a long life treated his public with ar- 
rogance and self-sufficiency, it was Euripides. When the rabble threw 
themselves at his feet, he openly and with sublime defiance attacked 
his own tendency, the very tendency with which he had won over the 
masses. If this genius had had the slightest respect for the noise the 
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mob makes, he would have broken down long before the middle of 
his career beneath the heavy blows of his own failures. ‘These consid- 
erations make it clear that our formula—namely, that Euripides 
brought the spectator on the stage in order to make him truly compe- 
tent to pass judgment—was but a provisional one, and that there- 
fore we must penetrate more deeply to understand his tendency. 
Conversely, it is known beyond any question that Aéschylus and 
Sophocles during the whole of their lives, and indeed, long after their 
deaths, were in complete possession of the people’s favor, and that 
therefore in the case of these fore-runners of Euripides there was 
never any question of a false relation between art-work and public. 
What was it then that thus forcibly drove this artist, so richly en- 
dowed, so constantly impelled to production, from the path warmed 
by the sun of the greatest names in poetry and covered by the 
cloudless heaven of popular favor? What strange consideration for 
the spectator led him to oppose the spectator? How could he, out of 
too great a respect for his public—despise his public? 

Euripides—and this is the solution of the riddle just propounded— 
undoubtedly felt himself, as a poet, superior to the masses in gen- 
eral; but to two of his spectators he did not feel superior. He brought 
the masses upon the stage; and these two spectators he revered as 
the only competent judges and masters of his art. Complying with 
their directions and admonitions, he transferred the entire world of 
sentiments, passions, and experiences, hitherto present at every festi- 
val representation as the invisible chorus on the spectators’ benches, 
into the souls of his stage-heroes. He yielded to their demands, too, 
when for these new characters he sought out a new language and a 
new accent. Only in their voices could he hear any conclusive verdict 
on his work, and also the cheering promise of triumph when he 
found himself as usual condemned by the public judgment. 

Of these two spectators, one is—Euripides himself, Euripides as 
thinker, not as poet. It might be said of him, as of Lessing, that his 
copious fund of critical talent, if it did not create, at least constantly 
stimulated a corresponding and productive artistic impulse. With 
this faculty, with all the clarity and dexterity of his critical temper, 
Euripides had sat in the theater and striven to recognize in the mas- 
terpieces of his great predecessors, as in faded paintings, feature after 
feature, line after line. And here he had experienced something 
which any one initiated in the deeper secrets of A‘schylean tragedy 
might have foretold. He observed something incommensurable in 
every feature and in every line of the tragedy, a certain deceptive 
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distinctness and at the same time a mysterious depth, almost an in- 
finitude, of background. Even the clearest figure always had a comet’s 
tail attached to it, which seemed to suggest the uncertain, the nebu- 
lous. A similar twilight shrouded the structure of the drama, es- 
pecially the element of the function of the chorus. And how dubi- 
ous remained the solution of the ethical problems! How questionable 
the treatment of the myths! How unequal the distribution of good 
and bad fortune! In the very language of the Old Tragedy there was 
much that was objectionable to him, or at least puzzling; especially 
he encountered too much pomp for simple affairs, too many tropes 
and monstrous expressions to suit the plainness of the characters. So 
he sat in the theater, pondering uneasily, and as a spectator he con- 
fessed to himself that he did not understand his great predecessors. If, 
however, it was his opinion that the understanding was the essential 
root of all enjoyment and creation, he must inquire, he must look 
about to see whether any one else had the same opinion, and 
whether they also felt this incommensurability. But most people, and 
among them the finest individuals, answered him only with a distrust- 
ful smile; while none could explain why the great masters were still in 
the right despite his scruples and objections. And in this state of tor- 
ment, he found that other spectator, who did not comprehend trag- 
edy, and therefore did not esteem it. Allied with lsum, in solitary 
state, he could now venture to begin the terrific struggle against the 
art of Aéschylus and Sophocles—not as a polemist, but as a dramatic 
poet, who would oppose his own conception of tragedy to the tradi- 
tional one. 


i2 


Before we name this other spectator, let us pause here a moment in 
order to recall to our minds our own previously described impres- 
sion of the discordant and incommensurable elements in the genius 
of Eschylean tragedy. Let us think of our own surprise at the chorus 
and the tragic hero of that tragedy, neither of which we could recon- 
cile with our own customs any more than with tradition—till we 
rediscovered this duality itself as the origin and essence of Greek trag- 
edy, as the expression of two interwoven artistic impulses, the Apol- 
lonian and the Dionysian. 

To separate this primitive and all-powerful Dionysian element from 
tragedy, and to construct a new and purified form on the basis of an 
un-Dionysian art, morality, and conception of the world—this is the 
tendency of Euripides as it is now clearly revealed to us. 
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In the evening of his life, Euripides himself composed a myth in 
which he urgently propounded to his contemporaries the question 
as to the value and significance of this tendency. Is the Dionysian en- 
titled to exist at all? Should it not be forcibly uprooted from Hellenic 
soil? Certainly, the poet tells us, if it were only possible: but the god 
Dionysus is too powerful; his most intelligent adversary—like Pentheus 
in the Bacchae—is unwittingly enchanted by him, and in this enchant- 
ment runs to meet his fate. The judgment of the two old prophets, 
Cadmus and Tiresias, seems also to be the judgment of the aged 
poet: that the reflection of the wisest individuals does not overthrow 
old popular traditions, nor the perpetually self-propagating worship 
of Dionysus; that in fact it is to our interest to display at the very least 
a diplomatically cautious concern in the presence of such strange 
forces: although there is always the possibility that the god may take 
offense at such lukewarm participation, and eventually transform the 
diplomat—in this case Cadmus—into a dragon. This is what we are 
told by a poet who opposed Dionysus with heroic valor throughout 
a long life—and who finally ended his career with a glorification of his 
adversary, and with suicide, like one staggering from giddiness, who, 
to escape the horrible vertigo he can no longer endure, casts himself 
from a tower. This tragedy—the Bacchae—is a protest against the 
practicability of his own tendency; but alas, it has already been put 
into practice! The surprising thing had happened: when the poet 
recanted, his tendency had already conquered. Dionysus had already 
been scared from the tragic stage; he had been scared by a demonic 
power speaking through Euripides. For even Euripides was, in a sense, 
only a mask: the deity that spoke through him was neither Dionvsus 
nor Apollo. It was an altogether new-born demon. And it was called 
Socrates. Thus we have a new antithesis—the Dionysian and the So- 
cratic; and on that antithesis the art of Greek tragedy was wrecked. In 
vain does Euripides seek to comfort us by his recantation. It avails 
not: the most magnificent temple lies in ruins. Of what use is the 
lamentation of the destroyer, of what use his confession that it was 
the most beautiful of all temples? And even if Euripides has been 
punished by being changed into a dragon by the art-critics of all ages 
—who could be content with so miserable a compensation? 

Let us now examine this Socratic tendency with which Euripides 
combated and vanquished Atschylean tragedy. 

We must first ask ourselves, what could be the aim of the Euripi- 
dean design, which, in its most ideal form, would wish to base 
drama exclusively on the un-Dionysian? What other form of drama still 
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remained, if it was not to be born of the womb of music, in the mys- 
terious twilight of the Dionysian? Only the dramatized epos: in 
which Apollonian domain of art the tragic effect is of course unat- 
tainable. For it is not bound up with the subject-matter of the events 
represented; indeed, I maintain that it would have been impossible 
for Goethe in his projected Nausikaa to have rendered tragically ef- 
fective the suicide of the idyllic being, the scene which was to have 
completed the fifth act. So extraordinary is the power of the epic- 
Apollonian representation, that before our very eyes it transforms the 
most terrible things by the joy in appearance and in redemption 
through appearance. The poet of the dramatized epos cannot blend 
completely with his pictures any more than the epic rhapsodist can. 
He is still just the calm, unmoved embodiment of Contemplation 
whose wide eyes see the picture before them. The actor in this drama- 
tized epos still remains fundamentally a rhapsodist: the consecration 
of the inner dream lies on all his actions, so that he is never wholly 
an actor. 

How, then, is the Euripidean play related to this ideal of the Apol- 
lonian drama? Just as the younger thapsodist is related to the solemn 
thapsodist of the old time. In the Platonic Ion, the former describes 
his own nature as follows: “When I am saying anything sad, my eyes 
fill with tears; when, however, I am saying something awful and ter- 
tible, then my hair stands on end with fright and my heart beats 
quickly.” Here we no longer remark anything of the epic absorption in 
appearance, or of the dispassionate coolness of the true actor, who 
precisely in his highest activity is wholly appearance and joy in appear- 
ance. Euripides is that actor whose heart beats, whose hair stands on 
end; as Socratic thinker he designs the plan, as passionate actor he 
executes it. Neither in the designing nor in the execution is he a pure 
artist. And so the Euripidean drama is a thing both cool and fiery, 
equally capable of freezing and burning. It is impossible for it to at- 
tain the Apollonian effect of the epos, while, on the other hand, it has 
alienated itself as much as possible from Dionysian elements. Now, in 
order to develop at all, it requires new stimulants, which can no 
longer lie within the sphere of the two unique art-impulses, the 
Apollonian and the Dionysian. These stimulants are cool, paradoxi- 
cal thoughts, replacing Apollonian intuitions—and fiery passtons, re- 
placing Dionysian ecstasies; and, it may be added, thoughts and 
passions copied very realistically and in no sense suffused with the at- 
mosphere of art. 

Accordingly, having perceived this much, that Euripides did not 
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succeed in establishing the drama exclusively on an Apollonian basis, 
but rather that his un-Dionysian inclinations deviated into a natural- 
istic and inartistic tendency, we should now be able to get a nearer 
view of the character of esthetic Socratism, whose supreme law reads 
about as follows: “To be beautiful everything must be intelligible,” as 
the counterpart to the Socratic identity: “Knowledge is virtue.” With 
this canon in his hands, Euripides measures all the separate elements 
of the drama—language, characters, dramaturgic structure, and choric 
music—and corrects them according to his principle. The poetic defi- 
ciency and degeneration, which we are so often wont to impute to 
Euripides in comparison with Sophocles, is for the most part the prod- 
uct of this penetrating critical process, this daring intelligibility. The 
Euripidean prologue mav serve as an example of the results of this 
rationalistic method. Nothing could be more antithetical to the 
technique of our own stage than the prologue in the drama of Eurip- 
ides. For a single person to appear at the outset of the play telling us 
who he is, what precedes the action, what has happened so far, even 
what will happen in the course of the play, would be condemned by a 
modern playwright as a willful, inexcusable abandonment of the ef- 
fect of suspense. We know everything that is going to happen; who 
cares to wait till it actually does happen?—considering, moreover, that 
here we do not by any means have the exciting relation of a prophetic 
dream to a reality taking place later on. But Euripides’ speculations 
took a different turn. The effect of tragedy never depended on epic 
suspense, on a fascinating uncertainty as to what is to happen now 
and afterwards: but rather on the great rhetorical-lyric scenes in which 
the passion and dialectic of the chief hero swelled to a broad and 
mighty stream. Everything was directed toward pathos, not action: 
and whatever was not directed toward pathos was considered objec- 
tionable. But what interferes most with the hearer’s pleasurable satis- 
faction in such scenes is a missing link, a gap in the texture of the 
previous history. So long as the spectator has to divine the mean- 
ing of this or that person, of the presuppositions of this or that conflict 
of views and inclinations, his complete absorption in the activities 
and sufferings of the chief characters is impossible, as is like- 
wise breathless fellow-feeling and fellow-fearing. The A‘schylean- 
Sophoclean tragedy employed the most ingenious devices in the ini- 
tial scenes to place in the spectator’s hands, as if by chance, all the 
threads necessary for a complete understanding: a trait whereby that 
noble artistry is approved, which as it were masks the inevitably for- 
mal element, and makes it appear something accidental. Notwith- 
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standing this, Euripides thought he observed that during these first 
scenes the spectator was so peculiarly anxious to make out the prob- 
Tem of the previous history, that the poetic beauties and pathos of 
the exposition were lost to him. Accordingly he put the prologue even 
before the exposition, and placed it in the mouth of a person who 
could be trusted: some deity had often as it were to guarantee the 
particulars of the tragedy to the public, to remove every doubt as to 
the reality of the myth, just as did Descartes who could prove the re- 
ality of the empirical world only by appealing to the truthfulness of 
God and His inability to utter falsehood. Euripides makes use of this 
same divine truthfulness once more at the close of his drama, in order 
to reassure the public as to the future of his heroes; this is the task of 
the notorious deus ex machina. Between this epic retrospect and epic 
prospect, is placed the dramatico-lyric present, the “drama” as such. 

Thus Euripides as a poet is essentially an echo of his own conscious 
knowledge; and it is precisely on this account that he occupies such a 
notable position in the history of Greek art. With reference to his 
critical-productive activity, he must often have felt that he ought to 
make objective in drama the words at the beginning of the essay of 
Anaxagoras: “In the beginning all things were mixed together, then 
came the understanding and created order.” Anaxagoras with his 
“nous” is said to have appeared among philosophers as the only sober 
person amid a crowd of drunken ones, Euripides may also have con- 
ceived his relation to the other tragic poets under a similar figure. As 
long as the sole ruler and disposer of the universe, the nous, re- 
mained excluded from artistic activity, things were all mixed together 
in a primeval chaos. This was what Euripides was obliged to think; 
and so, as the first “sober” one among them, he was bound to con- 
demn the “drunken” poets. Sophocles said of AXschylus that he did 
what was right, though he did it unconsciously. This would surely 
never have been the opinion of Euripides. He would have said, on 
the contrary, that AUschylus, because he created unconsciously, did 
what was wrong. Similarly the divine Plato for the most part speaks 
but ironically of the creative faculty of the poet, in so far as it 1s not 
conscious insight, and places it on a par with the gift of the soothsayer 
and dream-interpreter. The intimation is that the poet is incapable of 
composing until he has become unconscious and bereft of reason. 
Like Plato, Euripides undertook to show to the world the reverse of 
the “unintelligent” poet; his esthetic principle that “to be beautiful 
everything must be known” is, as I have said, the parallel to the So- 
cratic, “to be good everything must be known.” So that we may con- 
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sider Euripides as the poet of esthetic Socratism. But Socrates was 
that second spectator who did not comprehend and therefore did not 
esteem the Old Tragedy; in alliance with him Euripides dared to be 
the herald of a new art. If it was this then, that destroyed the older 
tragedy in general, it follows that esthetic Socratism was the fatal 
principle; but in so far as the struggle is directed against the Diony- 
sian element in the older tragedy, we may recognize in Socrates the 
opponent of Dionysus. He is the new Orpheus rebelling against Di- 
onysus, and although he is destined to be torn to pieces by the 
Maenads of the Athenian court, yet he puts to flight the overpowerful 
god himself, The latter, you will recall, fleeing from Lycurgus, the 
King of Edoni, sought refuge in the depths of the ocean—or, in this 
case, in the mystical flood of a secret cult which gradually overran 
the earth. 


13 
That Socrates was closely related to the tendency of Euripides did not 
escape the notice of contemporaneous antiquity. The most elo- 
quent expression of this felicitous insight was the story current in 
Athens that Socrates used to help Euripides in poetizing. Whenever 
an occasion arose to enumerate the popular agitators of the day, the 
adherents of the “good old times” would mention both names in the 
same breath. To the influence of Socrates and Euripides they attrib- 
uted the fact that the old Marathonian stalwart capacity of body and 
soul was being sacrificed more and more to a dubious enlighten- 
ment that involved the progressive degeneration of the physical and 
mental powers. It is in this tone, half indignant, half contemptuous, 
that Aristophanic comedy is wont to speak of both of them—to the 
consternation of modern men, who are quite willing to give up Eurip- 
ides, but who cannot help being amazed that Socrates should appear 
in the comedies of Aristophanes as the first and leading sophist, as the 
mirror and epitome of all sophistical tendencies. The result of their be- 
wilderment is that they give themselves the unique consolation of 
putting Aristophanes himself in the pillory, as a dissolute, lying Al- 
cibiades of poetry. Without here defending the profound insight of 
Aristophanes against such attacks, I shall now continue to show, by 
means of the sentiments of the time, the close connection between 
Socrates and Euripides. With this in view, we must remember par- 
ticularly that Socrates, as an opponent of tragic art, refrained from 
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patronizing tragedy, but that he appeared among the spectators only 
when a new play of Euripides was to be performed. Most famous of 
all, however, is the juxtaposition of the two names by the Delphic 
oracle, which designated Socrates as the wisest of men, but at the 
same time decided that the second prize in the contest of wisdom 
belonged to Euripides. 

Sophocles was named third in order of rank; he who could pride 
himself that, as compared with A@schylus, he did what was right, and 
moreover did so because he knew what the right was. Evidently it is 
merely the degree of clearness of this knowledge which distinguishes 
these three men in common as the three “knowing ones” of their 
time. 

The most decisive word, however, for this new and unprecedented 
value set upon knowledge and insight was spoken by Socrates when 
he found that he was the only one who acknowledged to himself that 
he knew nothing; for in his critical peregrinations through Athens, 
he called on the greatest statesmen, orators, poets, and artists, and 
everywhere he discovered the conceit of knowledge. To his astonish- 
ment he perceived that all these celebrities were without a proper and 
sure insight, even with regard to their own professions, and that they 
practiced them only by instinct. “Only by instinct”: with this phrase 
we touch upon the heart and core of the Socratic tendency. With it 
Socratism condemns existing art as well as existing ethics. Wherever 
Socratism turns its searching eyes it sees lack of insight, it sees the 
force of illusion; and from this lack it infers the essential perversity 
and objectionableness of existing conditions. From this point on- 
wards, Socrates conceives it as his duty to correct existence; and, with 
an air of irreverence and superiority, as the precursor of an altogether 
different culture, art, and morality, he enters single-handed into a 
world, to touch whose very hem would give us the greatest happi- 
ness. 

For an extraordinary hesitancy always seizes upon us with regard 
to Socrates. Again and again we are impelled to ascertain the sense 
and purpose of the most puzzling phenomenon of antiquity. Who 1s 
this that dares single-handed to disown the Greek genius, which, as 
Homer, Pindar, and A‘schylus, as Phidias, as Pericles, as Pythia and 
Dionysus, as the deepest abyss and the highest height, compels our 
wondering admiration? What demonic power is this which dares spill 
this magic draught in the dust? What demigod is this to whom the 
chorus of spirits of the noblest of mankind must call out: “Weh! Weh! 
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Du hast sie zerstért, die sch6ne Welt, mit miachtiger Faust; sie 
stiirzt, sie zerfallt!”’ 12 

We are offered a key to the character of Socrates by the wonderful 
phenomenon which he calls his daemon. In exceptional circum- 
stances, when his gigantic intellect begins to fail him, he receives a 
secure support in the utterances of a divine voice which manifests 
itself at such moments. This voice, whenever it comes, always 
dissuades. In this utterly abnormal nature instinctive wisdom only 
appears in order to hinder here and there the progress of conscious 
perception. Whereas in all productive men it is instinct that is the 
creatively afhrmative force, and consciousness that acts critically and 
dissuasively; with Socrates it is instinct that becomes critic, and con- 
sciousness that becomes creator—a perfect monstrosity per defectum! 
And we do indeed observe here a monstrous defectus of all mystical 
aptitude so that Socrates might be called the typical non-mystic, in 
whom, through a superfoetation, the logical nature is developed, to the 
same excessive degree as instinctive wisdom is developed in the 
mystic. Unlike his instinct, however, the logic of Socrates was ab- 
solutely prevented from turning against itself; in its unimpeded flow 
it manifests a native power such as we meet with, to our awe and 
surprise, Only among the very greatest instinctive forces. Any one 
who has experienced even a breath of the divine naiveté and secu- 
rity of the Socratic way of life in the Platonic writings, will also feel 
that the enormous driving-wheel of logical Socratism is in motion, 
as it were, behind Socrates, and that it must be viewed through So- 
crates as through a shadow. And that he himself had a premonition of 
this relationship is apparent from the dignified seriousness with which 
he everywhere, even before his judges, insists on his divine calling. It is 
really as impossible to refute him here as to approve of his instinct- 
disintegrating influence. In view of this indissoluble conflict, when 
he had at last been brought before the forum of the Greek state, 
there was only one kind of punishment demanded, namely, exile. He 
might have been sped across the borders as something thoroughly 
enigmatical, inexplicable, and impossible to characterize, and so pos- 
terity would never have been justified in charging the Athenians with 


12 [Woe! Woe! 
Thou hast it destroyed, 
The beautiful world; 
With powerful fist; 
In ruin ’tis hurled! 
Faust, Bayard Taylor’s Trans.] 
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an ignominious deed. But that the sentence of death, and not mere 
exile, was pronounced upon him, seems to have been the work of 
Socrates himself, who encountered the decree with perfect aware- 
ness and without the natural fear of death. He met his death with the 
calmness with which, according to Plato’s description, he, last of the 
revelers, leaves the Symposium at dawn to begin a new day; while his 
sleepy fellow-banqueters remain behind on the couches and the floor, 
to dream of Socrates, the true eroticist. The dying Socrates became 
the new ideal of the noble Greek youths,—an ideal they had never 
yet beheld,—and above all, the typical Hellenic youth, Plato, pros- 
trated himself before this scene with all the burning devotion of his 
visionary soul. 


14 

Let us now imagine the one great Cyclops eye of Socrates fixed on 
tragedy, an eye in which the fine frenzy of artistic enthusiasm had 
never glowed. To this eye was denied the pleasure of gazing into the 
Dionysian abysses. For what was it bound to see in the “sublime and 
greatly lauded” tragic art, as Plato called it? A thing devoid of sense, 
full of causes apparently without effects, and effects apparently with- 
out causes; the whole, moreover, so motley and diversified that 
though it could not but be repugnant to a thoughtful mind, it was a 
dangerous incentive for sensitive and irritable souls. We know what 
was the only kind of poetry he understood: the A¢sopian fable: and 
this he favored no doubt with the good-natured acquiescence with 
which the good honest Gellert sings the praise of poetry in the fable 
of the bee and the hen:— 


“Du siehst an mir, wozu sie nutzt, 
Dem, der nicht vie] Verstand besitzt, 
Die Wahrheit durch ein Bild zu sagen.” 18 


But it seemed to Socrates that tragic art did not even “tell the 
truth”: not to mention the fact that it addressed itself to him who 
has “no great understanding.” Consequently, it did not recommend 
itself to the philosopher: a twofold reason for shunning it. Like Plato, 
he reckoned it among the seductive arts which portray only the 
agreeable, not the useful; and hence he required of his disciples ab- 
stinence and strict separation from such unphilosophical temptations, 
with such success that the youthful tragic poet Plato first of all 


13 [Through me, you may observe how useful it is to tell the truth to those of no 
great understanding, by means of a parable. } 
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burned his poems that he might become a student of Socrates. But 
where unconquerable natural tendencies struggled against the So- 
cratic maxims, their power, together with the momentum of his 
mighty character, was still enough to force poetry itself into new and 
hitherto unknown channels. 

An instance of this is the aforesaid Plato, Plato who in condemn- 
ing tragedy and art in general certainly did not lag behind the 
naive cynicism of his master, was nevertheless by sheer artistic neces- 
sity constrained to create an art-form which is essentially related to 
those very forms of art which he repudiated. Plato’s main objection to 
the old art—that it is the imitation of a phantom,‘ and hence belongs 
to a sphere still lower than the empiric world—could not at all be 
directed against the new art: and so we find Plato endeavoring to go 
beyond reality and to represent the idea which underlies this pseudo- 
reality. But Plato, the thinker, thereby arrived by a roundabout 
road at the very point where he had always been at home as poet, and 
from which Sophocles and all the older artists had solemnly protested 
against that objection. If tragedy had absorbed into itself all the 
earlier varieties of art, the same might also be said in an unusual sense 
of the Platonic dialogue, which, a mixture of all the then existent 
forms and styles, hovers midway between narrative, lyric and drama, 
between prose and poetry, and so has also broken loose from the 
older strict law of unity of linguistic form. This tendency was car- 
ried stil] farther by the Cynic writers, who in the greatest stylistic med- 
ley, oscillating between prose and metrical forms, realized also the 
literary picture of the “raving Socrates” whom they were wont to 
represent in real life. The Platonic dialogue was a sort of boat in 
which the shipwrecked ancient poetry was rescued with all her chil- 
dren: crowded into a narrow space and timidly submissive to the 
single pilot, Socrates, they now launched forth into a new world, 
which never tired of looking at the fantastic spectacle of this proces- 
sion. The fact is that Plato has given to all posterity the prototype 
of a new art-form, the prototype of the novel: which may be described 
as an infinitely developed A®sop fable, in which poetry holds the same 
rank with reference to dialectic philosophy as this same philosophy 
held for many centuries with reference to theology: that is to say, the 
rank of ancilla. This was the new position into which Plato, under 
the pressure of the daemon-inspired Socrates, forced poetry. 

Here philosophic thought overgrows art and compels it to cling 


14 [Scheinbild.] 
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close to the trunk of dialectic. The Apollonian tendency has with- 
drawn into the shell of logical schematism; just as we noticed some- 
thing analogous in the case of Euripides (and moreover a transforma- 
tion of the Dionysian into the naturalistic emotion). Socrates, the 
dialectical hero of the Platonic drama, reminds us of the kindred na- 
ture of the Euripidean hero, who must defend his actions with argu- 
ments and counter-arguments, and who thereby so often incurs the 
danger of forfeiting our tragic pity; for who could mistake the opti- 
mistic element in the essence of dialectics, which celebrates a triumph 
with every conclusion, and can breathe only in cool clearness and con- 
sciousness: the optimistic element, which, having once forced its way 
into tragedy must gradually pass its Dionysian bounds, and necessarily 
impel it to self-destruction—even to the death-leap into the bour- 
geois drama. Let us but realize the consequences of the Socratic max- 
ims: “Virtue is knowledge; man sins only from ignorance; he who is 
virtuous is happy.” In these three fundamental forms of optimism 
lies the death of tragedy. For the virtuous hero must now be a dialecti- 
cian; there must now be a necessary, visible connection between vir- 
tue and knowledge, between belief and morality. The transcendental 
justice of AZschylus is now degraded to the superficial and audacious 
principle of “poetic justice” with its customary deus ex machina. 

In the light of this new Socratic-optimistic stage-world, what be- 
comes of the chorus and, in general, of the entire Dionyso-musical 
substratum of tragedy? The chorus is something accidental, a readily 
dispensed-with vestige of the origin of tragedy; while, as a matter of 
fact, we have seen that the chorus can be understood only as the 
cause of tragedy, and of the tragic in general. This perplexity in re- 
gard to the chorus already manifests itself in Sophocles—an important 
indication that even with him the Dionysian basis of tragedy is al- 
ready beginning to break down. He no longer dares to entrust to the 
chorus the main share of the effect, but he limits its sphere to such an 
extent that it now appears almost codordinate with the actors, just 
as if it were elevated from the orchestra into the scene: whereby of 
course its character is completely destroyed, notwithstanding that 
Aristotle countenances this very theory of the chorus. This altera- 
tion in the position of the chorus, which Sophocles at any rate recom- 
mended by his practice, and, according to tradition, even by a treatise, 
is the first step towards its destruction, the phases of which follow 
one another with alarming rapidity in Euripides, Agathon, and the 
New Comedy. Optimistic dialectic drives music out of tragedy with 
the scourge of its syllogisms: that is, it destroys the essence of tragedy, 
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which can be interpreted only as a manifestation and illustration of 
Dionysian states, as the visible symbolizing of music, as the dream- 
world of Dionysian ecstasy. 

If, therefore, we must assume an anti-Dionysian tendency operat- 
ing even before Socrates, which merely received in him a uniquely 
great expression, we must not draw back before the question as to 
what such a phenomenon as that of Socrates indicates: whom in 
view of the Platonic dialogues we are certainly not entitled to regard 
as a purely disintegrating, negative force. And though there can be no 
doubt that the most immediate effect of the Socratic impulse tended 
to the dissolution of Dionysian tragedy, yet a profound experience in 
Socrates’ own life impels us to ask whether there is necessarily only 
an antagonistic relation between Socratism and art, and whether the 
birth of an “artistic Socrates” is in general a contradiction in terms. 

For that despotic logician had now and then with respect to art the 
feeling of a gap, a void, a feeling of misgiving, of a possibly neglected 
duty. As he tells his friends in prison, there often came to him one 
and the same dream-apparition, which kept constantly repeating to 
him: “Socrates, practice music.” Up to his very last days he com- 
forts himself with the statement that his philosophizing is the highest 
form of art; he finds it hard to believe that a deity should remind him 
of the “common, popular music.” Finally, when in prison and in 
order that he may thoroughly unburden his conscience, he consents 
to practice also this music for which he has but little respect. And in 
this mood he composes a poem on Apollo and turns a few A‘sopian 
fables into verse. It was something akin to the demonic warning voice 
which urged him to these practices; it was due to his Apollonian in- 
sight that, like a barbaric king, he did not understand the noble image 
of a god and was in danger of sinning against a deity—through his 
lack of understanding. The voice of the Socratic dream-vision is the 
only sign of doubt as to the limits of logic. “Perhaps’”—thus he must 
have asked himself—“what is not intelligible to me is not therefore 
unintelligible? Perhaps there is a realm of wisdom from which the 
logician is shut out? Perhaps art is even a necessary correlative of, and 
supplement to, science?” 


15 
With reference to these last weighty questions we must now explain 
how the influence of Socrates (extending to the present moment, in- 
deed, to all futurity) has spread over posterity like an ever-increasing 
shadow in the evening sun, and how this influence again and again 
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involves a regeneration of art—yea, of art already in the most meta- 
physical, broadest and profoundest sense—and how its own eternity is 
also a warrant for the eternity of art. 

Before this could be perceived, before the intrinsic dependence of 
every art on the Greeks, from Homer to Socrates, was conclusively 
demonstrated, we had to have the same experience with regard to 
these Greeks as the Athenians had with regard to Socrates. Nearly 
every age and stage of culture has at some time or other sought 
with deep irritation to free itself from the Greeks, because in their 
presence everything self-achieved, sincerely admired and apparently 
quite original, seemed suddenly to lose life and color, to shrink to an 
abortive copy, even to caricature. And so time after time hearty re- 
sentment breaks forth against this presumptuous little nation, which 
for all time dared to designate everything not native as “barbaric.” 
Who are they, one asks, who, though they have nothing to show but 
an ephemeral historical splendor, ridiculously restricted institutions, a 
dubious excellence in their customs, and the stigma attaching to ugly 
vices, yet lay claim to the dignity and preéminence among peoples to 
which genius is entitled among the masses? What a pity we have not 
been fortunate enough to find the cup of hemlock with which we 
might very simply rid ourselves of such a character: for all the poison 
which envy, calumny, and rankling resentment created within them- 
selves have not been able to destroy that self-sufficient grandeur! And 
so one feels ashamed and afraid in the presence of the Greeks, unless 
one prizes truth above all things; unless one dares acknowledge to 
one’s self this truth, that the Greeks, as charioteers, hold the reins of 
our own and every other culture, but that almost always chariot and 
horses are of too poor material and hardly up to the glory of their 
guides. Unless we acknowledge this, who will deem it sport to run 
such a team into an abyss which they themselves could clear with the 
leap of Achilles? 

In order to endow Socrates with the dignity of such a leading 
position, it is enough to recognize in him a type unheard of before 
him, the type of the theoretical man. Our next task will be to obtain 
an insight into the meaning and purpose of this theoretical man. Like 
the artist, the theorist finds an infinite satisfaction in the present, and, 
like the former also, this satisfaction protects him from the practical 
ethics of pessimism with its lynx eyes shining only in the dark. When- 
ever the truth is unveiled, the artist will always cling with rapt gaze to 
whatever still remains veiled after the unveiling; but the theoretical 
man gets his enjoyment and satisfaction out of the cast-off veil. He 
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finds his highest pleasure in the process of a continuously successful 
unveiling effected through his own unaided efforts. There would have 
been no science if it had been concerned only with that one naked 
goddess and nothing else. For then its disciples would have felt like 
those who wished to dig a hole straight through the earth: each one 
of them perceives that with his utmost lifelong efforts he can exca- 
vate but a very small portion of the enormous depth, and this is filled 
up again before his eyes by the labors of his successor, so that a third 
man seems to be doing a sensible thing in selecting a new spot for 
his attempts at tunneling. Now suppose some one shows conclusively 
that the antipodal goal cannot be attained thus directly. Who will 
then still care to toil on in the old depths, unless in the meantime 
he has learned to content himself with finding precious stones or dis- 
covering natural laws? For this reason Lessing, the most honest of 
theoretical men, boldly said that he cared more for the search after 
truth than for truth itself: in saying which, he revealed the funda- 
mental secret of science, to the astonishment, and indeed, to the 
anger of scientists. Well, to be sure, beside this detached perception 
there stands, with an air of great frankness, if not presumption, a pro- 
found illusion which first came to birth in the person of Socrates. This 
illusion consists in the imperturbable belief that, with the clue of 
logic, thinking can reach to the nethermost depths of being, and 
that thinking can not only perceive being but even modify it. This 
sublime metaphysical illusion is added as an instinct to science and 
again and again leads the latter to its limits, where it must change 
into art; which is really the end to be attained by this mechanism. 

If we now look at Socrates in the light of this idea, he appears to us 
as the first who could not only live, but—what is far greater—also die 
by the guidance of this instinct of science: and hence the picture of 
the dying Socrates, as the man raised above the fear of death by 
knowledge and reason, is the sign above the entrance-gate of science 
reminding every one of its mission, namely, to make existence seem 
intelligible, and therefore justified: for which purpose, if arguments 
are not enough, myth also must be used, which I have just indicated 
as the necessary consequence, as the very goal of science. 

He who once sees clearly how, after Socrates, the mystagogue of 
science, one philosophical school succeeds another, like wave upon 
wave;—how an entirely unforeseen universal development of the 
thirst for knowledge throughout the cultured world (together with 
the feeling that the acquisition of knowledge was the specific task of 
every one highly gifted) led science on to the high sea from which 
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since then it has never been entirely driven. He who sees how through 
the universality of this movement a common net of thought was for 
the first time stretched over the entire globe, with prospects, more- 
over, of conformity to law in an entire solar system;—He who realizes 
all this, together with the amazingly high pyramid of our contemporary 
knowledge, cannot fail to see in Socrates the turning-point and vortex 
of so-called universal history. For if one were to imagine the whole 
incalculable sum of energy which has been used up by that universal 
tendency,—used not in the service of knowledge, but for the practical, 
i.€., egotistical ends of individuals and peoples—then probably the in- 
stinctive love of life would be so much weakened in general wars of 
destruction and continual migrations of peoples, that, owing to 
the practice of suicide, the individual would perhaps feel the last 
remnant of a sense of duty, similar to that of the Fiji Islander who, 
as son, strangles his parents and, as friend, his friend: and thus a 
practical pessimism might even give rise to a horrible ethics of gen- 
eral slaughter out of pity—which, as matter of fact, exists and has 
existed wherever art in one form or another, especially as science and 
religion, has not appeared as a remedy for and preventive of that 
pestilential breath. 

As against this practical pessimism, Socrates is the prototype of 
the theoretical optimist who with his belief in the explicability of the 
nature of things, attributes to knowledge and perception the power of 
a universal panacea, and in error sees evil in itself. To penetrate 
into the depths and to distinguish true perception from error and 
illusion seemed to the Socratic man the noblest and even the only 
truly human calling: just as from the time of Socrates onwards the 
mechanism of making concepts, judgments, and inferences was 
prized above all other activities as the highest talent and the most 
admirable gift of nature. Even the sublimest moral acts, the stirrings 
of pity, of self-sacrifice, of heroism, and that tranquillity of soul, so 
difficult of attainment, which the Apollonian Greek called Euphros- 
yne were, by Socrates, and his like-minded successors up to today, de- 
rived from the dialectic of knowledge and accordingly were designated 
as teachable. Any one who has experienced in himself the joy of a 
Socratic perception, and felt how, in constantly widening circles, it 
seeks to embrace the entire world of phenomena, will thenceforth 
find no stimulus urging him to existence more forcible than the de- 
sire to complete that conquest, to draw the net impenetrably close. 
To such a temper the Platonic Socrates then appears as the teacher 
of an entirely new form of “Greek cheerfulness” and vital happi- 
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ness, which seeks to express itself in action, and will, for the most 
part, find that expression in maieutic and pedagogic fluences on 
noble youths, with a view to the ultimate production of genius. 

But now science, stimulated by its powerful illusion, hastens ir- 
resistibly to its limits, on which its optimism, hidden in the essence of 
logic, is wrecked. For the periphery of the circle of science has an 
infinite number of points, and while there is still no telling how this 
circle can ever be completely measured, yet the noble and gifted man, 
even before the middle of his career, inevitably comes in contact with 
those extreme points of the periphery where he stares into the un- 
fathomable. When to his dismay he here sees how logic coils round 
itself at these limits and finally bites its own tail—then the new 
form of perception rises to view, namely tragic perception, which, in 
order even to be endured, requires art as protection and remedy. 

With eyes strengthened and refreshed by the sight of the Greeks, let 
us look upon the highest spheres of the world around us. We behold 
the eagerness of the insatiate optimistic knowledge, of which Socrates 
is the typical representative, transformed into tragic resignation and 
the need for art: while, to be sure, this same avidity, in its lower 
stages, must exhibit itself as inimical to art, and must especially 
have an inward detestation of Dionyso-tragic art, as was exempliefid 
in the opposition of Socratism to Aéschylean tragedy. 

Here then, in a mood of agitation, we knock at the gates of the 
present and the future: will that “transforming” lead to ever-new 
configurations of genius, and especially of the music-practicing 
Socrates? Will the net of art which is spread over the whole of exist- 
ence, whether under the name of religion or of science, be knit ever 
more closely and delicately, or is it destined to be torn to shreds 
under the restlessly barbaric activity and whirl which calls itself “the 
present”? Anxious, yet not despairing, we stand apart for a brief 
space, like spectators who are permitted to be witnesses of these 
tremendous struggles and transitions. Alas! It is the magic effect of 
these struggles that he who beholds them must also participate in 
them! 


Benedetto 
CROCE 


Croce conceives of aesthetics as a general linguistics because its 
concern is with all expressive media, all forms of human symbol- 
construction, the paradigm of which is language. He thus sets 
the outlook of most twentieth-century philosophies of art which 
replace the concept of beauty with that of expression, or identify 
beauty, as Croce does, with expression. 

Art, Croce maintains, is one of the major forms of the human 
spirit, the work of spirit in its aesthetical aspect. Spirit manifests 
itself as well in a logical and a practical synthesis, the latter 
exhibiting itself in the economic and moral activities of man. 
Croce refers to these various aspects of spirit as “the circle of 
spiritual activity.” At the foundation of all knowledge ts art, for 
intuitions, the stuff of art, precede concepts. 

In his analysis of intuition Croce identifies it with expression 
and maintains that the externalization of intuition is secondary 
to its appearance in the consciousness of the artist. It is on this 
ground—that expression is meaningful apart from its embodt- 
ment or projection in a work of art—that Croce has been most 
severely criticized. The content of expression itself derives from 
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the impressions which the mind gathers from practical life, i.e., 
from its impulses, its desires, and its sensory. awareness. The in- 
tuitions, then, which make up the artist’s consciousness are the 
product of feeling on the one hand and images on the other. 
These are brought together and fused in the unity of lyrical ex- 
pression. The artistic integrity of lyrical expression is due to the 
pervasiveness of feeling in it: because of feeling, an image can be- 
come an intuition. With this achievement art becomes a symbol 
of feeling. 

“What gives coherence and unity to the intuition is feeling: 
the intuition ts really such because it represents a feeling, and 
can only appear from and upon that. Not the idea, but the feel- 
ing, is what confers upon art the airy lightness of the symbol: 
an aspiration enclosed in the circle of a representation—that is 
art: and in it the aspiration alone stands for the representation, 
and the representation alone for the aspiration.’ Croce’s posi- 
tion clearly contains the doctrine which has been developed by 
Susanne Langer: art is a symbol of feeling. 

The essay included here is the article on ‘Aesthetics’ from 
the fourteenth edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica, which 
is Croce’s most concise presentation of his position. For a 
fuller discussion, the reader is referred to The Breviary of Aes- 
thetics. 


AESTHETICS 


FROM Encyclopaedia Britannica 
(Fourteenth Edition ) 


If we examine a poem in order to determine what it is that makes us 
feel it to be a poem, we at once find two constant and necessary ele- 
ments: a complex of images, and a feeling that animates them. Let 
us, for instance, recall a passage learnt at school: Virgil’s lines 
(Aeneid, iii, 294, sqq.), in which Aeneas describes how on hearing 
that in the country to whose shores he had come the Trojan Helenus 
was reigning, with Andromache, now his wife, he was overcome with 
amazement and a great desire to see this surviving son of Priam and 
to hear of his strange adventures. Andromache, whom he meets 
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outside the walls of the city, by the waters of a river renamed 
Simois, celebrating funeral rites before a cenotaph of green turf and 
two altars to Hector and Astyanax; her astonishment on seeing him, 
her hesitation, the halting words in which she questions him, uncer- 
tain whether he is a man or a ghost; Aeneas’s no less agitated replies 
and interrogations, and the pain and confusion with which she recalls 
the past—how she lived through scenes of blood and shame, how she 
was assigned by lot as slave and concubine to Pyrrhus, abandoned by 
him and united to Helenus, another of his slaves, how Pyrrhus fell by 
the hand of Orestes and Helenus became a free man and a king; 
the entry of Aeneas and his men into the city, and their reception 
by the son of Priam in this little Troy, this mimic Pergamon with its 
new Xanthus, and its Scaean Gate whose threshold Aeneas greets 
with a kiss—all these details, and others here omitted, are images of 
persons, things, attitudes, gestures, sayings, joy and sorrow; mere 
images, not history or historical criticism, for which they are neither 
given nor taken. But through them all there runs a feeling, a feeling 
which is our own no less than the poet’s, a human feeling of bitter 
memonies, of shuddering horror, of melancholy, of homesickness, of 
tenderness, of a kind of childish pietas that could prompt this vain 
revival of things perished, these playthings fashioned by a religious 
devotion, the parva Troia, the Pergama simulata magnis, the aren- 
tem Xanthi cognomine rivum: something inexpressible in logical 
terms, which only poetry can express in full, Moreover, these two ele- 
ments may appear as two in a first abstract analysis, but they cannot 
be regarded as two distinct threads, however intertwined; for, in 
effect, the feeling is altogether converted into images, into this com- 
plex of images, and is thus a feeling that is contemplated and there- 
fore resolved and transcended. Hence poetry must be called neither 
feeling, nor image, nor yet the sum of the two, but “contempla- 
tion of feeling” or “lyrical intuition” or (which is the same thing) 
“pure intuition”—pure, that is, of all historical and critical reference 
to the reality or unreality of the images of which it is woven, and ap- 
prehending the pure throb of life in its ideality. Doubtless, other 
things may be found in poetry besides these two elements or mo- 
ments and the synthesis of the two; but these other things are either 
present as extraneous elements in a compound (reflections, exhorta- 
tions, polemics, allegories, etc.), or else they are just these image- 
feelings themselves taken in abstraction from their context as so 
much material, restored to the condition in which it was before the 
act of poetic creation. In the former case, they are non-poetic ele- 
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ments merely interpolated into or attached to the poem; in the latter, 
they are divested of poetry, rendered unpoetical by a reader either 
unpoetical or not at the moment poetical, who has dispelled the 
poetry, either because he cannot live in its ideal realm, or for the legi- 
timate ends of historical enquiry or other practical purposes which 
involve the degradation—or rather, the conversion—of the poem into 
a document or an instrument. 


ARTISTIC QUALITIES.—What has been said of “poetry” applies to all 
the other “arts” commonly enumerated; painting, sculpture, archi- 
tecture, music. Whenever the artistic quality of any product of the 
mind is discussed, the dilemma must be faced, that either it is a 
lyrical intuition, or it is something else, something just as respectable, 
but not art. If painting (as some theorists have maintained) were 
the imitation or reproduction of a given object, it would be, not art, 
but something mechanical and practical; if the task of the painter (as 
other theorists have held) were to combine lines and lights and 
colours with ingenious novelty of invention and effect, he would be, 
not an artist, but an inventor; if music consisted in similar combina- 
tions of notes, the paradox of Leibniz and Father Kircher would come 
true, and a man could write music without being a musician; or al- 
ternatively we should have to fear (as Proudhon did for poetry and 
John Stuart Mill for music) that the possible combinations of 
words or notes would one day be exhausted, and poetry or music 
would disappear. As in poetry, so in these other arts, it is notorious 
that foreign elements sometimes intrude themselves; foreign either 
a parte objecti or a parte subjecti, foreign either in fact or from the 
point of view of an inartistic spectator or listener. Thus the critics of 
these arts advise the artist to exclude, or at least not to rely upon, 
what they call the “literary” elements in painting, sculpture and mu- 
sic, just as the critic of poetry advises the writer to look for “poetry” 
and not be led astray by mere literature. The reader who understands 
poetry goes straight to this poetic heart and feels its beat upon his 
own; where this beat is silent, he denies that poetry is present, what- 
ever and however many other things may take its place, united in 
the work, and however valuable they may be for skill and wisdom, 
nobility of intellect, quickness of wit and pleasantness of effect. The 
reader who does not understand poetry loses his way in pursuit of 
these other things. He is wrong not because he admires them, but 
because he thinks he is admiring poetry. 
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OTHER FORMS OF ACTIVITY AS DISTINCT FROM ART.—By defining art as 
lyrical or pure intuition we have implicitly distinguished it from all 
other forms of mental production. If such distinctions are made ex- 
plicit, we obtain the following negations: 

1. Art is not philosophy, because philosophy is the logical think- 
ing of the universal categories of being, and art is the unreflective 
intuition of being. Hence, while philosophy transcends the image and 
uses it for its own purposes, art lives in it as in a kingdom. It is said 
that art cannot behave in an irrational manner and cannot ignore 
logic; and certainly it is neither irrational nor illogical; but its own 
rationality, its own logic, is a quite different thing from the dalectical 
logic of the concept, and it was in order to indicate this peculiar and 
unique character that the name “logic of sense” or “aesthetic” was 
invented. The not uncommon assertion that art has a logical char- 
acter, involves either an equivocation between conceptual logic and 
aesthetic logic, or a symbolic expression of the latter in terms of the 
former. 

2. Art is not history, because history implies the critical distinc- 
tion between reality and unteality; the reality of the passing moment 
and the reality of a fancied world: the reality of fact and the reality of 
desire. For art, these distinctions are as yet unmade; it lives, as we 
have said, upon pure images. The historical existence of Helenus, An- 
dromache and Aeneas makes no difference to the poetical quality of 
Virgil’s poem. Here, too, an objection has been raised: namely that 
art is not wholly indifferent to historical criteria, because it obeys 
the laws of “verisimilitude”; but, here again, “verisimilitude” is only 
a rather clumsy metaphor for the mutual coherence of images, which 
without this internal coherence would fail to produce their effect as 
images, like Horace’s delphinus in silvis and aper in fluctibus. 

3. Art is not natural science, because natural science is historical 
fact classified and so made abstract; nor is it mathematical science, 
because mathematics performs operations with abstractions and does 
not contemplate. The analogy sometimes drawn between mathemati- 
cal and poetical creation is based on merely external and generic 
resemblances; and the alleged necessity of a mathematical or geomet- 
rical basis for the arts is only another metaphor, a symbolic expres- 
sion of the constructive, cohesive and unifying force of the poetic 
mind building itself a body of images. 

4. Art is not the play of fancy, because the play of fancy passes 
from image to image, in search of variety, rest or diversion, seeking to 


560/ Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


amuse itself with the likenesses of things that give pleasure or have an 
emotional and pathetic interest; whereas in art the fancy is so domi- 
nated by the single problem of converting chaotic feeling into clear 
intuition, that we recognize the propriety of ceasing to call it fancy 
and calling it imagination, poetic imagination or creative imagina- 
tion. Fancy as such is as far removed from poetry as are the works 
of Mrs. Radcliffe or Dumas pere. 

5. Art is not feeling in its immediacy—Andromache, on seeing 
Aeneas, becomes amens, diriguit visu in medio, labitur, longo vix 
tempore fatur, and when she speaks longos cietbat incassum fletus; but 
the poet does not lose his wits or grow stiff as he gazes; he does not 
totter or weep or cry; he expresses himself in harmonious verses, 
having made these various perturbations the object of which he 
sings. Feelings in their immediacy are “expressed” for if they were 
not, if they were not also sensible and bodily facts (‘“‘psycho-physical 
phenomena,” as the positivists used to call them) they would not be 
concrete things, and so they would be nothing at all. Andromache ex- 
pressed herself in the way described above. But “expression” in this 
sense, even when accompanied by consciousness, is a mere metaphor 
from “mental” or “aesthetic expression” which alone really expresses, 
that is, gives to feeling a theoretical form and converts it into words, 
song and outward shape. This distinction between contemplated 
feeling or poetry, and feeling enacted or endured, is the source of 
the power, ascribed to art, of “liberating us from the passions” and 
“calming” us (the power of catharsis), and of the consequent con- 
demnation, from an aesthetic point of view, of works of art, or parts 
of them, in which immediate feeling has a place or finds a vent. 
Hence, too, arises another characteristic of poetic expression—really 
synonymous with the last—namely its “infinity” as opposed to the 
“finitude” of immediate feeling or passion; or, as it is also called, the 
“universal” or “cosmic” character of poetry. Feeling, not crushed but 
contemplated by the work of poetry, is seen to diffuse itself in 
widening circles over all the realm of the soul, which is the realm of 
the universe, echoing and re-echoing endlessly: joy and sorrow, pleas- 
ure and pain, energy and lassitude, earnestness and frivolity, and so 
forth, are linked to each other and lead to each other through infinite 
shades and gradations; so that the feeling, while preserving its in- 
dividual physiognomy and its original dominating motive, is not ex- 
hausted bv or restricted to this original character. A comic image, if it 
is poetically comic, carries with it something that is not comic, as in 
the case of Don Quixote or Falstaff; and the image of something 
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terrible is never, in poetry, without an atoning element of loftiness, 
goodness and love. 

6. Art is not instruction or oratory: it is not circumscribed and 
limited by service to any practical purpose whatever, whether this be 
the inculcation of a particular philosophical, historical or scientific 
truth, or the advocacy of a particular way of feeling and the action 
corresponding to it. Oratory at once robs expression of its “in- 
finity” and independence, and, by making it the means to an end, 
dissolves it in this end. Hence arises what Schiller called the “non- 
determining” character of art, as opposed to the “determining” 
character of oratory; and hence the justifiable suspicion of “political 
poetry’”—political poetry being, proverbially, bad poetry. 

7. As art is not to be confused with the form of practical action 
most akin to it, namely instruction and oratory, so a fortiori, it must 
not be confused with other forms directed to the production of cer- 
tain effects, whether these consist in pleasure, enjoyment and utility, 
or in goodness and righteousness. We must exclude from art not only 
meretricious works, but also those inspired by a desire for goodness, 
as equally, though differently, inartistic and repugnant to lovers of 
poetry. Flaubert’s remark that indecent books lacked vérité, is parallel 
to Voltaire’s gibe that certain “‘poésies sacrées” were really “sacrées, 
car personne n’y touche.” 


ART IN ITS RELATIONS—The “negations” here made explicit are ob- 
viously, from another point of view, “relations”; for the various dis- 
tinct forms of mental activity cannot be conceived as separate each 
from the rest and acting in self-supporting isolation. This is not the 
place to set forth a complete system of the forms or categories of 
the mind in their order and their dialectic; confining ourselves to 
art, we must be content to say that the category of art, like every 
other category, mutually presupposes and is presupposed by all the 
rest: it is conditioned by them all and conditions them all. How could 
the aesthetic synthesis, which is poetry, arise, were it not preceded by 
a state of mental commotion? Si vis me flere, dolendum est, and so 
forth. And what is this state of mind which we have called feeling, 
but the whole mind, with its past thoughts, volitions and actions, 
now thinking and desiring and suffering and rejoicing, travailing 
within itself? Poetry is like a ray of sunlight shining upon this dark- 
ness, lending it its own light and making visible the hidden forms of 
things. Hence it cannot be produced by an empty and dull mind; 
hence those artists who embrace the creed of pure art or art for art’s 
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sake, and close their hearts to the troubles of life and the cares of 
thought, are found to be wholly unproductive, or at most rise to the 
imitation of others or to an impressionism devoid of concentration. 
Hence the basis of all poetry is human personality, and, since human 
personality finds its completion in morality, the basis of all poetry is 
the moral consciousness. Of course this does not mean that the artist 
must be a profound thinker or an acute critic; nor that he must be a 
pattern of virtue or a hero; but he must have a share in the world of 
thought and action which will enable him, either in his own person 
or by sympathy with others, to live the whole drama of human life. 
He may sin, lose the purity of his heart, and expose himself, as a 
practical agent, to blame; but he must have a keen sense of purity 
and impurity, righteousness and sin, good and evil. He may not be 
endowed with great practical courage; he may even betray signs of 
timidity and cowardice; but he must feel the dignity of courage. 
Many artistic inspirations are due, not to what the artist, as a man, is 
in practice, but to what he is not, and feels that he ought to be ad- 
miring and enjoying the qualities he lacks when he sees them in others. 
Many, perhaps the finest, pages of heroic and warlike poetry are by 
men who never had the nerve or the skill to handle a weapon. On the 
other hand, we are not maintaining that the possession of a moral 
personality is enough to make a poet or an artist. To be a vir bonus 
does not make a man even an orator, unless he is also dicendi peritus. 
The sine qua non of poetry is poetry, that form of theoretical syn- 
thesis which we have defined above; the spark of poetical genius with- 
out which all the rest is mere fuel, not burning because no fire is at 
hand to light it. But the figure of the pure poet, the pure artist, the 
votary of pure Beauty, aloof from contact with humanity, is no real 
figure but a caricature. 

That poetry not only presupposes the other forms of human mental 
activity but is presupposed by them, is proved by the fact that with- 
out the poetic imagaination which gives contemplative form to the 
workings of feeling, intuitive expression to obscure impressions, and 
thus becomes representations and words, whether spoken or sung or 
painted or otherwise uttered, logical thought could not arise. Logical 
thought is not language, but it never exists without language, and it 
uses the language which poetry has created; by means of concepts, it 
discerns and dominates the representations of poetry, and it could 
not dominate them unless they, its future subjects, had first an ex- 
istence of their own. Further, without the discerning and criticizing 
activity of thought, action would be impossible; and if action, then 
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good action, the moral consciousness, duty. Every man, however 
much he may seem to be all logical thinker, critic, scientist, or all 
absorbed in practical interests or devoted to duty, cherishes at the 
bottom of his heart his own private store of imagination and poetry; 
even Faust’s pedantic famulus, Wagner, confessed that he often had 
his “grillenhafte Stunden.” Had this element been altogether denied 
him, he would not have been a man, and therefore not even a think- 
ing or acting being. This extreme case is an absurdity; but in propor- 
tion as this private store is scanty, we find a certain superficialty and 
aridity in thought, and a certain coldness in action. 


THE SCIENCE OF ART, OR AESTHETICS, AND ITS PHILOSOPHICAL CHAR- 
ACTER.—The concept of art expounded above is in a sense the ordi- 
nary concept, which appears with greater or less clarity in al] statements 
about art, and is constantly appealed to, explicitly or implicitly, as 
the fixed point round which all discussions on the subject gravitate: 
and this, not only nowadays, but at all times, as could be shown by 
the collection and interpretation of things said by writers, poets, art- 
ists, laymen and even the common people. But it is desirable to dis- 
pel the illusion that this concept exists as an innate idea, and to re- 
place this by the truth, that it operates as an a priori concept. Now an 
a priori concept does not exist by itself, but only in the individual 
products which it generates. Just as the a priori reality called Art, Poe- 
try or Beauty does not exist in a transcendent region where it can be 
perceived and admired in itself, but only in the innumerable works 
of poetry, of art and of beauty which it has formed and continues to 
form, so the logical a priori concept of art exists nowhere but in the 
particular judgments which it has formed and continues to form, 
the refutations which it has effected and continues to effect, the demon- 
strations it makes, the theories it constructs, the problems and groups 
of problems, which it solves and has solved. The definitions and dis- 
tinctions and negations and relations expounded above have each its 
own history, and have been progressively worked out in the course of 
centuries, and in them we now possess the fruits of this complex and 
unremitting toil. Aesthetic, or the science of art, has not therefore 
the task (attributed to it by certain scholastic conceptions) of defin- 
ing art once for all and deducing from this conception its various doc- 
trines, so as to cover the whole field of aesthetic science; it is only 
the perpetual systematization, always renewed and always growing, of 
the problems arising from time to time out of reflection upon art, and 
is identical with the solutions of the difficulties and the criticisms of 
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the errors which act as stimulus and material to the unceasing prog- 
ress of thought. This being so, no exposition of aesthetic (especially 
a summary exposition such as can alone be given here) can claim to 
deal exhaustively with the innumerable problems which have arisen and 
may arise in the course of the history of aesthetics; it can only men- 
tion and discuss the chief, and among these, by preference, those 
which still make themselves felt and resist solution in ordinary 
educated thought; adding an implied “et cetera,” so that the reader 
may pursue the subject according to the criteria set before him, either 
by going again over old discussions, or by entering into those of 
to-day, which change and multiply and assume new shapes almost 
daily. Another warning must not be omitted: namely that aesthetics, 
though a special philosophical science, having as its principle a spe- 
cial and distinct category of the mind, can never, just because it is 
philosophical, be detached from the main body of philosophy; for its 
problems are concerned with the relations between art and the other 
mental forms, and therefore imply both difference and identity. 
Aesthetics is really the whole of philosophy, but with special em- 
phasis on that side of it which concerns art. Many have demanded or 
imagined or desired a self-contained aesthetics, devoid of any general 
philosophical implications, and consistent with more than one, or 
with any, philosophy; but the project is impossible of execution be- 
cause self-contradictory. Even those who promise to expound a natu- 
ralistic, inductive, physical, physiological or psychological aesthetics 
—in a word, a non-philosophical aesthetics—when they pass from 
promise to performance surreptitiously introduce a general positivis- 
tic, naturalistic or even materialistic philosophy. And anyone who 
thinks that the philosophical ideas of positivism, naturalism and 
materialism are false and out of date, will find it an easy matter to 
refute the aesthetic or pseudo-aesthetic doctrines which mutually sup- 
port them and are supported by them, and will not regard their 
problems as problems stil] awaiting solution or worthy of discussion 
—or, at least, protracted discussion. For instance, the downfall of 
psychological associationism (or the substitution of mechanism for a 
priori synthesis) implies the downfall not only of logical associa- 
tionism but of aesthetics also, with its association of ‘“‘content’”’ and 
“form,” or of two “representations,” which (unlike Campanella’s 
tactus intrinsecus, effected cum magna suavitate) was a contactus 
extrinsecus whose terms were no sooner united than they discede- 
bant. The collapse of biological and evolutionary explanations of 
logical and ethical values implies the same collapse in the case of 
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aesthetic value. The proved inability of empirical methods to yield 
knowledge of reality, which in fact they can only classify and reduce 
to types, involves the impossibility of an aesthetics arrived at by col- 
lecting aesthetic facts in classes and discovering their laws by induc- 
tion. 


INTUITION AND EXPRESSION.—One of the first problems to arise, 
when the work of art is defined as “lyrical image,” concerns the re- 
lation of “intuition” to “expression” and the manner of the transi 
tion from the one to the other. At bottom this is the same problem 
which arises in other parts of philosophy: the problem of inner and 
outer, of mind and matter, of soul and body, and, in ethics, of in- 
tention and will, will and action, and so forth. Thus stated, the 
problem is insoluble; for once we have divided the inner from the 
outer, body from mind, will from action, or intuition from expres- 
sion, there is no way of passing from one to the other or of reuniting 
them, unless we appeal for their reunion to a third term, variously 
represented as God or the Unknowable. Dualism leads necessarily 
either to transcendence or to agnosticism. But when a problem is 
found to be insoluble in the terms in which it is stated the only course 
open is to criticize these terms themselves, to inquire how they have 
been arrived at, and whether their genesis was logically sound. In 
this case, such inquiry leads to the conclusion that the terms depend 
not upon a philosophical principle, but upon an empirical and natu- 
ralistic classification, which has created two groups of facts called in- 
ternal and external respectively (as if internal facts were not also 
external, and as if an external fact could exist without being also in- 
ternal), or souls and bodies, or images and expressions; and everyone 
knows that it is hopeless to try to find a dialectical unity between 
terms that have been distinguished not philosophically or formally 
but only empirically and materially. The soul is only a soul in so far as 
it is a body; the will is only a will in so far as it moves arms and legs, 
or is action; intuition is only intuition in so far as it is, m that very 
act, expression. An image that does not express, that is not speech, 
song, drawing, painting, sculpture or architecture—speech at least mur- 
mured to oneself, song at least echoing within one’s own breast, line 
and colour seen in imagination and colouring with its own tint the 
whole soul and organism—is an image that does not exist. We may 
assert its existence, but we cannot support our assertion; for the 
only thing we could adduce in support of it would be the fact that 
the image was embodied or expressed. This profound philosophical 
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doctrine, the identity of intuition and expression is, moreover, a 
principle of ordinary common sense, which laughs at people who 
claim to have thoughts they cannot express or to have imagined a 
great picture which they cannot paint. Rem tene, verba sequentur; if 
there are no verba, there is no res. This identity, which applies to 
every sphere of the mind, has in the sphere of art a clearness and self- 
evidence lacking, perhaps, elsewhere. In the creation of a work of poe- 
try, we are present, as it were, at the mystery of the creation of the 
world; hence the value of the contribution made by aesthetics to 
philosophy as a whole, or the conception of the One that is All. 
Aesthetics, by denying in the life of art an abstract spiritualism and 
the resulting dualism, prepares the way and leads the mind towards 
idealism or absolute spiritualism. 


EXPRESSION AND COMMUNICATION.—Objections to the identity of in- 
tuition and expression generally arise from psychological illusions 
which lead us to believe that we possess at any given moment a 
profusion of concrete and lively images, when in fact we only 
possess signs and names for them; or else from faulty analysis of 
cases like that of the artist who is believed to express mere fragments 
of a world of images that exists in his mind in its entirety, whereas he 
really has in his mind only these fragments, together with—not the 
supposed complete world, but at most an aspiration or obscure 
working towards it, towards a greater and richer image which may 
take shape or may not. But these objections also arise from a con- 
fusion between expression and communication, the latter being really 
distinct from the image and its expression. Communication is the 
fixation of the intuition-expression upon an object metaphorically 
called material or physical; in reality, even here we are concerned 
not with material or physical things but with a mental process. The 
proof that the so-called physical object is unreal, and its resolution 
into terms of mind, is primarily of interest for our general philosoph- 
ical conceptions, and only indirectly for the elucidation of aesthetic 
questions; hence for brevity’s sake we may let the metaphor or sym- 
bol stand and speak of matter or nature. It is clear that the poem is 
complete as soon as the poet has expressed it in words which he 
repeats to himself. When he comes to repeat them aloud, for 
others to hear, or looks for someone to learn them by heart and re- 
peat them to others as in a schola cantorum, or sets them down in 
writing or in printing, he has entered upon a new stage, not aes- 
thetic but practical, whose social and cultural importance need not, of 


CROCE / 567 


course, be insisted upon. So with the painter; he paints on his panel 
or canvas, but he could not paint unless at every stage in his work, 
from the original blur or sketch to the finishing touches, the mtuited 
image, the line and colour painted in his imagination, preceded the 
brush-stroke. Indeed, when the brush-stroke outruns the image, it ts 
cancelled and replaced by the artist’s correction of his own work. The 
exact line that divides expression from communication is difhcult 
to draw in the concrete case, for in the concrete case the two proc- 
esses generally alternate rapidly and appear to mingle, but it is clear 
in idea, and it must be firmly grasped. Through overlooking it, or 
blurring it through insufficient attention, arise the confusions be- 
tween art and technique. Technique is not an intrinsic element of art 
but has to do precisely with the concept of communication. In gen- 
eral it is a cognition or complex of cognitions disposed and directed 
to the furtherance of practical action; and, in the case of art, of the 
practical action which makes objects and instruments for the record- 
ing and communicating of works of art; e.g., cognitions concerning 
the preparation of panels, canvases or walls to be painted, pigments, 
varnishes, ways of obtaining good pronunciation and declamation 
and so forth. ‘Technical treatises are not aesthetic treatises, nor yet 
parts or chapters of them. Provided, that is, that the ideas are rigor- 
ously conceived and the words used accurately in relation to them it 
would not be worth while to pick a quarrel over the use of the word 
“technique” as a synonym for the artistic work itself, regarded as 
“anner technique” or the formation of intuition-expressions. ‘The con- 
fusion between art and technique is especially beloved by impotent 
artists, who hope to obtain from practical things and practical devices 
and inventions the help which their strength does not enable them to 
give themselves. 


ARTISTIC OBJECTS: THE THEORY OF THE SPECIAL ARTS, AND THE BEAUTY 
OF NATURE.—The work of communicating and conserving artistic 
images, with the help of technique, produces the material ob- 
jects metaphorically called “artistic objects” or “works of art’: pic- 
tures, sculptures and buildings, and, in a more complicated manner, 
literary and musical writings, and, in our own times, gramophones 
and records which make it possible to reproduce voices and sounds. 
But neither these voices and sounds nor the symbols of writing, sculp- 
ture and architecture, are works of art; works of art exist only in the 
minds that create or recreate them. To remove the appearance of 
paradox from the truth that beautiful objects, beautiful things, do not 
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exist, it may be opportune to recall the analogous case of economic 
science, which knows perfectly well that in the sphere of economics 
there are no naturally or physically useful things, but only demand 
and labour, from which physical things acquire, metaphorically, this 
epithet. A student of economics who wished to deduce the economic 
value of things from their physical qualities would be perpetrating a 
gross ignoratio elenchi. 

Yet this same ignoratio elenchi has been, and still is, committed 
in aesthetic, by the theory of special arts, and the limits or peculiar 
aesthetic character of each. The divisions between the arts are 
merely technical or physical, according as the artistic objects consist 
of physical sounds, notes, coloured objects, carved or modelled ob- 
jects, or constructed objects having no apparent correspondence with 
natural bodies (poetry, music, painting, sculpture, architecture, etc.). 
‘To ask what is the artistic character of each of these arts, what it can 
and cannot do, what kinds of images can be expressed in sounds, what 
in notes, what in colours, what in lines, and so forth, is like asking 
in economics what things are entitled by their physical qualities to 
have a value and what are not, and what relative values they are en- 
titled to have; whereas it is clear that physical qualities do not enter 
into the question, and anything may be desired or demanded or 
valued more than another, or more than anything else at all, accord- 
ing to circumstances and needs. Even Lessing found himself slipping 
down the slope leading to this truth, and was forced to such strange 
conclusions as that actions belonged to poetry and bodies to sculp- 
ture; even Richard Wagner attempted to find a place in the list for a 
comprehensive art, namely Opera, including in itself by a process of 
aggregation the powers of all the arts. A reader with any artistic 
sense finds in a single solitary line from a poet at once musical and 
picturesque qualities, sculpturesque strength and architectural struc- 
ture; and the same with a picture, which is never a mere thing of the 
eyes but an affair of the whole soul, and exists in the soul not only as 
colour but as sound and speech. But when we try to grasp these mu- 
sical or picturesque or other qualities, they elude us and turn into 
each other, and melt into a unity, however we may be accustomed to 
distinguish them by different names; a practical proof that art is one 
and cannot be divided into arts. One, and infinitely varied; not ac- 
cording to the technical conceptions of the several arts, but accord- 
ing to the infinite variety of artistic personalities and their states of 
mind. 

With this relation (and confusion) between artistic creations and 
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instruments of communication or objets d’art must be connected the 
problem of natural beauty. We shall not discuss the question, raised 
by certain aestheticians, whether there are in nature other poets, other 
artistic beings, beside man; a question which ought to be answered in 
the affirmative not only out of respect for the song-birds, but, still 
more, out of respect for the idealistic conception of the world as life 
and spirituality throughout; even if (as the fairy-tale goes) we have 
lost the magic herb which when we put it in our mouth, gives us the 
power of understanding the language of animals and plants. The 
phrase natural beauty properly refers to persons, things and places 
whose effect is comparable to that of poetry, painting, sculpture and 
the other arts. There is no difficulty in allowing the existence of such 
“natural objets d'art,” for the process of poetic communication may 
take place by means of objects naturally given as well as by means of 
objects artificially produced. The lover’s imagination creates a woman 
beautiful to him, and personifies her in Laura; the pilgrim’s imagina- 
tion creates the charming or sublime landscape, and embodies it in 
the scene of a lake or a mountain; and these creations of theirs are 
sometimes shared by more or less wide social circles, thus becoming 
the “professional beauties” admired by everyone and the famous 
“views” before which all experience a more or less sincere rapture. No 
doubt, these creations are mortal; ridicule sometimes kills them, 
satiety may bring neglect, fashion may replace them by others; and 
—unlike works of art—they do not admit of authentic interpretation. 
The bay of Naples, seen from the height of one of the most beauti- 
ful Neapolitan villas, was after some time described by the Russian 
lady who owned the villa as une cuvette bleue, whose blue encircled 
by green so wearied her that she sold the villa. But even the cuvette 
bleue was a legitimate poetical creation. 


LITERARY KINDS AND AESTHETIC CATEGORIES.—Effects at once greater 
and more detrimental upon the criticism and historical study of art 
and literature have been produced by a theory of similar but slightly 
different origin, the theory of literary and artistic kinds. This, like the 
foregoing, is based on a classification in itself justifiable and useful. 
The foregoing is based on a technical or physical classification of 
artistic objects; this is based on a classification according to the feel- 
ings which form their content or motive, into tragic, comic, lyrical, 
heroic, erotic, idyllic, romantic and so on, with divisions and subdi- 
visions. It is useful in practice to distribute an artist’s works, for pur- 
poses of publication, into these classes, putting lyrics in one volume, 
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dramas in another, poems in a third and romances in a fourth; and it 
is convenient, in fact, indispensable, to refer to works and groups of 
works by these names in speaking and writing of them. But here 
again we must deny and pronounce illegitimate the transition from 
these classificatory concepts to the poetic laws of composition and 
aesthetic criteria of judgment, as when people try to decide that a 
tragedy must have a subject of a certain kind, characters of a certain 
kind, a plot of a certain kind and a certain length; and, when con- 
fronted by a work, instead of looking for and appraising its own poe- 
try, ask whether it is a tragedy or a poem, and whether it obeys the 
“laws” of one or other “kind.” The literary criticism of the 19th 
century owed its great progress largely to its abandonment of the crt- 
teria of kinds, in which the criticism of the Renaissance and the French 
classicists had always been entangled, as may be seen from the dis- 
cussions arising out of the poems of Dante, Ariosto and Tasso, Guar- 
ini’s Pastor fido, Corneille’s Cid, and Lope de Vega’s comedias. 
Artists have profited by this liberation less than critics; for anyone 
with artistic genius bursts the fetters of such servitude, or even makes 
them the instruments of his power; and the artist with little or no 
genius turns his very freedom into a new slavery. 

It has been thought that the divisions of kinds could be saved by 
giving them a philosophical significance; or at any rate one such divi- 
sion, that of lyric, epic and dramatic, regarded as the three moments 
of a process of objectification passing from the lyric, the outpouring 
of the ego, to the epic, in which the ego detaches its feeling from it- 
self by narrating it, and thence to the drama, in which it allows this 
feeling to create of itself its own mouthpieces, the dramatis personae. 
But the lyric is not a pouring-forth; it is not a cry or a lament; it is 
an objectification in which the ego sees itself on the stage, narrates 
itself, and dramatizes itself; and this lyrical spirit forms the poetry 
both of epic and of drama, which are therefore distinguished from 
the lyric only by external signs. A work which is altogether poetry, 
like Macbeth or Antony and Cleopatra, is substantially a lyric in 
which the various tones and successive verses are represented by 
characters and scenes. 

In the old aesthetics, and even to-day in those which perpetuate 
the type, an important place is given to the so-called categories of 
beauty: the sublime, the tragic, the comic, the graceful, the humorous 
and so forth, which German philosophers not only claimed to treat as 
philosophical concepts, whereas they are really mere psychological 
and empirical concepts, but developed by means of that dialectic 
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which belongs only to pure or speculative concepts, philosophical 
categories. Thus they arranged them in ah imaginary progress culmi- 
nating now in the Beautiful, now in the Tragic, now in the Humorous. 
Taking these concepts at their face value, we may observe their sub- 
stantial correspondence with the concepts of the literary and artistic 
kinds; and this is the source from which, as excerpts from manuals of 
literature, they have found their way into philosophy. As psychological 
and empirical concepts, they do not belong to aesthetics; and as a 
whole, in their common quality, they refer merely to the world of 
feelings, empirically grouped and classified, which forms the perma- 
nent matter of artistic intuition. 


RHETORIC, GRAMMAR AND PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE.—Every error has 
in it an element of truth, and arises from an arbitrary combination of 
things which in themselves are legitimate. This principle may be con- 
firmed by an examination of other erroneous doctrines which have 
been prominent in the past and are still to a less degree prominent 
to-day. It is perfectly legitimate, in teaching people to write, to make 
use of distinctions like that between simple style, ornate style and 
metaphorical style and its forms, and to point out that here the pupil 
ought to express himself literally and there metaphorically, or that 
here the metaplior used is incoherent or drawn out to excessive 
length, and that here the figure of “‘preterition,” there “hypotyposis”’ 
or “irony,” would have been suitable. But when people lose sight of 
the merely practical and didactic origin of these distinctions and con- 
struct a philosophical theory of form as divisible into simple form 
and ornate form, logical form and affective form, and so forth, they 
are introducing elements of rhetoric into aesthetics and vitiating the 
true concept of expression. For expression is never logical, but always 
affective, that is, lyrical and imaginative; and hence it is never meta- 
phorical but always “proper”; it is never simple in the sense of lacking 
elaboration, or ornate in the sense of being loaded with extraneous 
elements; it is always adorned with itself, simplex munditis. Even 
logical thought or science, so far as it is expressed, becomes feeling 
and imagination, which is why a philosophical or historical or scientific 
book can be not only true but beautiful, and must always be judged 
not only logically but also aesthetically. Thus we sometimes say 
that a book is a failure as theory, or criticism, or historical truth, but 
a success as a work of art, in view of the feeling animating it and ex- 
pressed in it. As for the element of truth which is obscurely at work in 
this distinction between logical form and metaphorical form, dialec- 
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tic and rhetoric, we may detect in it the need of a science of aes- 
thetics side by side with that of logic; but it was a mistake to try to 
distinguish the two sciences within the sphere of expression which be- 
longs to one of them alone. 

Another element in education, namely the teaching of languages, 
has no less legitimately, ever since ancient times, classified expres- 
sions into periods, propositions and words, and words into various 
species, and each species according to the variations and combina- 
tions of roots and suffixes, syllables and letters; and hence have arisen 
alphabets, grammars and vocabularies, just as in another way for poe- 
try has arisen a science of prosody, and for music and the figurative 
and architectural arts there have arisen musical and pictorial gram- 
mars and so forth. But here, too, the ancients did not succeed in 
avoiding an illegitimate transition ab intellectu ad rem, from ab- 
stractions to reality, from the empirical to the philosophical, such as 
we have already observed elsewhere; and this involved thinking of 
speech as an ageregation of words, and words as aggregations of syl- 
lables or of roots and suffixes; whereas the prius is speech itself, a 
continuum, resembling an organism, and words and syllables and roots 
are a posterius, an anatomical preparation, the product of the ab- 
stracting intellect, not the original or real fact. If grammar, like the 
thetoric in the case above considered, is transplanted into aesthetic, 
the result is a distinction between expression and the means of expres~ 
sion, which is a mere reduplication; for the means of expression are 
just expression itself, broken into pieces by grammarians. This error, 
combined with the error of distinguishing between simple and 
ornate form, has prevented people from seeing that the philosophy 
of language is not a philosophical grammar, but is wholly devoid of 
grammatical elements. It does not raise grammatical classifications to 
a philosophical level; it ignores them, and, when they get in its way, 
destroys them. The philosophy of language, in a word, is identical 
with the philosophy of poetry and art, the science of imtuition- 
expression, aesthetics; which embraces language in its whole extension, 
passing beyond the limits of phonetic and syllabic language, and in 
its unimpaired reality as living and completely significant expression. 


CLASSICAL AND ROMANTIC.—The problems reviewed above belong to 
the past—a past extending through centuries—rather than to the 
present; of their mis-stated questions and misconceived solutions 
there now remain mere relics and superstitions which affect academic 
treatises more than they do the consciousness and culture of or- 
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dinary people. But it is necessary to watch carefully for new shoots 
from the old stock, which still appear from time to time, in order to 
cut them down. Such is, in our own time, the theory of styles applied 
to the history of art (W6lfflin and others) and extended to the history 
of poetry (Strich and others), a new irruption of rhetorical abstrac- 
tions into the judgment and history of works of art. But the chief 
problem of our time, to be overcome by aesthetics, is connected 
with the crisis in art and in judgments upon art produced by the 
romantic period. Not that this crisis was not foreshadowed by prece- 
dents and parallels in earlier history, like Alexandrian art and that of 
the late Roman period, and in modern times the Baroque art and poe- 
try which followed upon that of the Renaissance. The crisis of the 
romantic period, together with sources and characteristics peculiar 
to itself, had a magnitude all of its own. It asserted an antithesis be- 
tween naive and sentimental poetry, classical and romantic art, and 
thus denied the unity of art and asserted a duality of two fundamen- 
tally different arts, of which it took the side of the second, as that ap- 
propriate to the modern age, by upholding the primary importance in 
art of feeling, passion and fancy. In part this was a justifiable reaction 
against the rationalistic literature of classicism in the French manner, 
now satirical, now frivolous, weak in feeling and imagination and de- 
ficient in a deep poetic sense; but in part, romanticism was a rebellion 
not against classicism but against the classical as such: against the 
idea of the serenity and infinity of the artistic image, against catharsis 
and in favour of a turbid emotionalism that could not and would not 
undergo purification. This was very well understood by Goethe, the 
poet both of passion and of serenity, and therefore, because he was a 
poet, a classical poet; who opposed romantic poetry as “hospital po- 
etry.” Later, it was thought that the disease had run its course and 
that romanticism was a thing of the past; but though some of its 
contents and some of its forms were dead, its soul was not: its soul 
consisting in this tendency on the part of art towards an immediate 
expression of passions and impressions. Hence it changed its name 
but went on living and working. It called itself “realism,” “verism,” 
“symbolism,” “artistic style,” “impressionism,” “sensualism,” “imag- 
ism,” “decadentism,” and nowadays, in its extreme forms, “expres- 
sionism” and “futurism.” The very conception of art is attacked 
by these doctrines, which tend to replace it by the conception of one 
or other kind of non-art; and the statement that they are fighting 
against art is confirmed by the hatred of the extremists of this move- 
ment for museums and libraries and all the art of the past—that is, for 
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the idea of art which on the whole corresponds with art as it has been 
historically realized. The connection of this movement, in its latest 
modern form, with industrialism and the psychology produced and 
fostered by industrialism is obvious. What art is contrasted with is 
practical life as lived to-day; and art, for this movement, is not the 
expression of life and hence the transcending of life in the con- 
templation of the infinite and universal, but the cries and gesticu- 
lations and broken colours of life itself. ‘The real poets and artists, on 
the other hand, rare at any time, naturally continue, nowadays as al- 
ways, to work according to the old and only idea of what art is, ex- 
pressing their feelings in harmonious forms; and the real connoisseurs 
(rarer, these also, than people think) continue to judge their work 
according to this same idea. In spite of this, the tendency to destroy 
the idea of art is a characteristic of our age; and this tendency is based 
on the proton pseudos which confuses mental or aesthetic expres- 
sion with natural or practical expression—the expression which passes 
confusedly from sensation to sensation and is a mere effect of sensa- 
tion, with the expression which art elaborates, as it builds, draws, col- 
ours or models, and which is its beautiful creation. The problem 
for aesthetics to-day is the reassertion and defence of the classical as 
against romanticism: the synthetic, formal theoretical element which 
is the proprium of art, as against the affective element which it is the 
business of art to resolve into itself, but which to-day has turned 
against it and threatens to displace it. Against the inexhaustible fertil- 
ity of creative mind, the gates of hell shall not prevail; but the hos- 
tility which endeavours to make them prevail is disturbing, even if 
only in an incidental manner, the artistic taste, the artistic life and 
consequently the intellectual and moral life of to-day. 


THE CRITICISM AND HISTORY OF ART AND LITERATURE.—Another group 
of questions raised in works on aesthetics, though not unsuitable to 
such works, properly belongs: to logic and the theory of historical 
thought. These concern the aesthetic judgment and the history of po- 
etry and the arts. By showing that the aesthetic activity (or art) is one 
of the forms of mind, a value, a category, or whatever we choose to 
call it, and not (as philosophers of various schools have thought) an 
empirical concept referable to certain orders of utilitarian or mixed 
facts, by establishing the autonomy of aesthetic value, aesthetics has 
also shown that it is the predicate of a special judgment, the aesthetic 
judgment, and the subject-matter of history, of a special history, the 
history of poetry and the arts, artistic and literary history. 
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The questions that have been raised concerning the aesthetic judg- 
ment and artistic and literary history are making allowance for the 
peculiar character of art, identical with the methodological questions 
that arise in every field of historical study. It has been asked whether 
the aesthetic judgment is absolute or relative; but every historical 
judgment (and the aesthetic judgment affirming the reality and qual- 
ity of aesthetic facts is an historical judgment) is always both absolute 
and relative at once: absolute, in so far as the category involved in the 
construction possesses universal truth; relative, in so far as the object 
constructed by that category is historically conditioned: hence in the 
historical judgment the category is individualized and the individual 
becomes absolute. Those who in the past have denied the absolute- 
ness of the aesthetic judgment (sensationalistic, hedonistic or utili- 
tarian aestheticians) denied in effect the quality, reality and auton- 
omy of art. It has been asked whether a knowledge of the history of 
the time—the whole history of the time in question—is necessary for 
the aesthetic judgment of the art of that time; it certainly is, because, 
as we know, poetic creation presupposes all the rest of the mind which 
it is converting into lyrical imagery, and the one aesthetic creation 
presupposes all the other creations (passions, feelings, customs, etc. ) 
of the given historical moment. Hence may be seen the error both 
of those who advocate a merely historical judgment upon art (his- 
torical critics) and of those who advocate a merely aesthetic (aes- 
thetic critics). The former would find in art all the rest of history (so- 
cial conditions, biography of the artist, etc.), but would omit that 
part which is proper to art; the latter would judge the work of art in 
abstraction from history, depriving it of its real meaning and giving 
it an imaginary meaning or testing it by arbitrary standards. Lastly, 
there has appeared a kind of scepticism or pessimism as to the possi- 
bility of understanding the art of the past; a scepticism or pessimism 
which in that case ought to extend to every part of history (history 
of thought, politics, religion and morality), and refutes itself by a 
reductio ad absurdum, since what we call contemporary art and his- 
tory really belong to the past as much as those of more distant ages, 
and must, like them, be re-created in the present, in the mind that 
feels them and the intellect that understands them. There are artistic 
works and periods that remain to us unintelligible; but this only 
means that we are not now in a position to enter again into their life 
and to understand them, and the same is true of the ideas and cus- 
toms and actions of many peoples and ages. Humanity, like the in- 
dividual, remembers some things and forgets many others; but it 
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may yet, in the course of its mental development, reach a point where 
its memory of them revives. 

A final question concerns the form proper to artistic and literary 
history, which, in the form that arose in the romantic period, and still 
prevails to-day, expounds the history of works of art as a function of 
the concepts and social needs of its various periods, regarding them as 
aesthetic expressions of these things and connecting them closely 
with civil history. This tends to obscure and almost to render invisible 
the peculiar character of the individual work of art, the character 
which makes it impossible to confuse one work of art with any other, 
and results in treating them as documents of social life. In practice no 
doubt this method is tempered by what may be called the “individu- 
alizing” method, which emphasizes the individual character of the 
works; but the mixture has the defects of all eclecticism. To escape 
this, there is nothing to do but consistently to develop individualiz- 
ing history, and to treat works of art not in relation to social history 
but as each a world in itself, into which from time to time the whole 
of history is concentrated, transfigured and imaginatively transcended 
in the individuality of the poetic work, which is a creation, not a re- 
flection, a monument, not a document. Dante is not simply a docu- 
ment of the middle ages, nor Shakespeare of the English Renaissance; 
as such, they have many equals or superiors among bad poets and non- 
poets. It has been objected that this method imposed on artistic and 
literary history the form of a series of disconnected essays or mono- 
graphs; but, obviously, the connection is provided by human history 
as a whole, of which the personalities of poets constitute a part, and 
a somewhat conspicuous part (Shakespearian poetry is an event no 
less important than the Reformation or the French Revolution), 
and, precisely because they are a part of it, they ought not to be sub- 
merged and lost in it, that is, in its other parts, but ought to retain 
their proper proportions and their original character. 


bes es) 


John 
DEWEY 


Dewey’s account of his own philosophy, contributed to the vol- 
ume Contemporary American Philosophy in 1930, was entitled 
“From Absolutism to Experimentalism,” a phrase which sums 
up his philosophical development. In his student years Dewey 
was much taken with absolute idealism, then a strong influence 
in the American university. “Were it possible for me to be 
a devotee of any system,” he writes in the essay of 1930, “I 
still should believe that there is greater richness and greater 
variety of insight in Hegel than in any other single systematic 
philosopher—though when I say this I exclude Plato, who still 
provides my favorite philosophic reading.” 

But we cannot understand Dewey in terms of those influences 
dlone, for his thought was also influenced by Darwinian biology 
and it is this more than any other single development which ac- 
counts for the functionalism of his mature philosophy and for his 
conception of expertence as an interaction with, as well as a re- 
construction of, the environment. In this process both self and 
world undergo change. Dewey’s notion of reconstruction is his in- 
terpretation of the Hegelian dialectic. While Hegel saw the dia- 
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lectical process as a self-splitting, self-readjusting, self-unifying 
Absolute, Dewey sees process as the experimental adjustment of 
the living organism to its environment, and the reorganization of 
the environment by the living organism. For Hegel, Spirit comes 
to itself finally out of the social reality; and so too for Dewey the 
human spirit is not merely a biological but also a socially achieved 
form of being. Experimentalism is also experientialism, and 
Dewey thus replaces the monistie cosmic self-development of 
Absolute Spirit by the pluralistic experience of a finite human 
being. 

This process of experience is the philosophical center of all 
Dewey's thinking, whether in metaphysics, logic, ethics, theory 
of education, political theory, or philosophy of law. It comes to 
fullest fruition in his aesthetics. He himself points out that the 
picture of human experience which is painted in his own aes- 
thetics—understandably set forth under the heading Art as Ex- 
perience—represents an abiding challenge to philosophy. As he 
says there, the philosopher must go to aesthetic experience in 
order to understand what experience is, the reason being that 
only in aesthetic experience do we come upon experience in its 
integrity, “freed from the forces that impede and confuse its 
development as experience.” This conception of integrity follows 
from Hegel’s conception of the truth as the whole, and since 
aesthetic experience is precisely experience in its integrity, the 
theory of aesthetics put forth by a philosopher is a test of the 
system he constructs to grasp the nature of experience itself. 

It is this conception of experience in its integrity that for 
Dewey is the great subject matter for aesthetics as he interprets 
it. In this Dewey reminds us of Schelling’s belief that aesthetic 
intuition is the organ of philosophy and aesthetics the crown of 
philosophy. It may be seriously argued that for Dewey, there- 
fore, surprising as this may seem to those who think of him in 
terms of his pragmatism, his instrumentalism tn logic, his liberal- 
ism in politics, and progressivism in education, it is art and the 
aesthetic in experience which ultimately constitutes the kernel of 
genuine philosophy. 

For this reason it can be seen why Dewey thinks of art as ex- 
perience, and particularly as experience in its integrity, for tn art, 
which develops out of the generic aesthetic aspect of experience, 
the essence is experience brought to consummation and fulfill- 
ment, The chapter of Art as Experience called “Having an Ex- 
perience” is the key to the whole book, and it will be useful for 
the reader to pay special attention to the highly specialized ideal 
of experience which Dewey sets forth in this chapter. Art for him 
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is experience as a dynamic, self-forming, self-fulfilling, interaction 
between man and reality. Through a rhythmic series of checks 
and progressions, in which an inner meaningfulness is progres- 
sively developed, the individual reaches a consummatory conelu- 
sion which is the building up of the total meaning of that ex- 
perience in terms of immanent, i.e., qualitative, meaning. In 
Dewey’s words, “The conception implied in the treatment of 
esthetic experience . . . is, indeed, that the work of art has a 
unique quality, but that it is that of clartfying and concentrating 
meanings contained in scattered and weakened ways in the mate- 
rial of other experiences.” 


ART AS EXPERIENCE 


Chapter I 


THE LIVE CREATURE 


By one of the ironic perversities that often attend the course of affairs, 
the existence of the works of art upon which formation of an esthetic 
theory depends has become an obstruction to theory about them. 
For one reason, these works are products that exist externally and 
physically. In common conception, the work of art is often identified 
with the building, book, painting, or statue in its existence apart 
from human experience. Since the actual work of art is what the 
product does with and in experience, the result is not favorable to 
understanding. In addition, the very perfection of some of these 
products, the prestige they possess because of a long history of un- 
questioned admiration, creates conventions that get in the way of 
fresh insight. When an art product once attains classic status, it some- 
how becomes isolated from the human conditions under which it 
was brought into being and from the human consequences it en- 
genders in actual life-experience. 

When artistic objects are separated from both conditions of origin 
and operation in experience, a wall is built around them that renders 
almost opaque their general significance, with which esthetic theory 
deals. Art is remitted to a separate realm, where it is cut off from that 
association with the materials and aims of every other form of human 
effort, undergoing, and achievement. A primary task is thus imposed 
upon one who undertakes to write upon the philosophy of the fine 
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arts. This task is to restore continuity between the refined and in- 
tensified forms of experience that are works of art and the everyday 
events, doings, and sufferings that are universally recognized to con- 
stitute experience. Mountain peaks do not float unsupported; they 
do not even just rest upon the earth. Thev are the earth in one of its 
manifest operations. It is the business of those who are concerned 
with the theory of the earth, geographers and geologists, to make 
this fact evident in its various implications. The theorist who would 
deal philosophically with fine art has a like task to accomplish. 

If one is willing to grant this position, even if only by way of tem- 
porary experiment, he will see that there follows a conclusion at first 
sight surprising. In order to understand the meaning of artistic prod- 
ucts, we have to forget them for a time, to turn aside from them 
and have recourse to the ordinary forces and conditions of experience 
that we do not usually regard as esthetic. We must arrive at the theory 
of art by means of a detour. For theory is concerned with understand- 
ing, insight, not without exclamations of admiration, and stimulation 
of that emotional outburst often called appreciation. It is quite pos- 
sible to enjoy flowers in their colored form and delicate fragrance 
without knowing anything about plants theoretically. But if one sets 
out to understand the flowering of plants, he is committed to finding 
out something about the interactions of soil, air, water and sunlight 
that condition the growth of plants. 

By common consent, the Parthenon is a great work of art. Yet it has 
esthetic standing only as the work becomes an experience for a hu- 
man being. And, if one is to go beyond personal enjoyment into the 
formation of a theory about that large republic of art of which the 
building is one member, one has to be willing at some point in his re- 
flections to turn from it to the bustling, arguing, acutely sensitive 
Athenian citizens, with civic sense identified with a civic religion, of 
whose experience the temple was an expression, and who built it not 
as a work of art but as a civic commemoration. The turning to them is 
as human beings who had needs that were a demand for the building 
and that were carried to fulfillment in it; it is not an examination 
such as might be carried on by a sociologist in search for material 
relevant to his purpose. The one who sets out to theorize about the 
esthetic experience embodied in the Parthenon must realize in thought 
what the people into whose lives it entered had in common, as crea- 
tors and as those who were satisfied with it, with people m our own 
homes and on our own streets. 

In order to understand the esthetic in its ultimate and approved 
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forms, one must begin with it in the raw; in the events and scenes 
that hold the attentive eye and ear of man, arousing his interest 
and affording him enjoyment as he looks and listens: the sights that 
hold the crowd—the fire-engine rushing by; the machines excavating 
enormous holes in the earth; the human-fly climbing the steeple-side; 
the men perched high in air on girders, throwing and catching red-hot 
bolts. 
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So extensive and subtly pervasive are the ideas that set Art upon a 
remote pedestal, that many a person would be repelled rather than 
pleased if told that he enjoyed his casual recreations, in part at least, 
because of their esthetic quality. The arts which today have most vitality 
for the average person are things he does not take to be arts: for in- 
stance, the movie, jazzed music, the comic strip, and, too frequently, 
newspaper accounts of love-nests, murders, and exploits of bandits. 
For, when what he knows as art is relegated to the museum and gallery, 
the unconquerable impulse towards experiences enjoyable in them- 
selves finds such outlet as the daily environment provides. Many a 
person who protests against the museum conception of art, still 
shares the fallacy from which that conception springs. For the popular 
notion comes from a separation of art from the objects and scenes 
of ordinary experience that many theorists and critics pride themselves 
upon holding and even elaborating. The times when select and dis- 
tinguished objects are closely connected with the products of usual 
vocations are the times when appreciation of the former is most rife and 
most keen. When, because of their remoteness, the objects acknowl- 
edged by the cultivated to be works of fine art seem anemic to the 
mass of people, esthetic hunger is likely to seek the cheap and the vul- 
gar. 

The factors that have glorified fine art by setting it upon a far-off 
pedestal did not arise within the realm of art nor is their influence con- 
fined to the arts. For many persons an aura of mingled awe and un- 
reality encompasses the “spiritual” and the “ideal” while “matter” 
has become by contrast a term of depreciation, something to be ex- 
plained away or apologized for. The forces at work are those that 
have removed religion as well as fine art from the scope of the com- 
mon or community life. The forces have historically produced so 
many of the dislocations and divisions of modern life and thought that 
art could not escape their influence. We do not have to travel to the 
ends of the earth nor return many millennia in time to find peoples 
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for whom everything that intensifies the sense of immediate living is 
an object of intense admiration. Bodily scarification,; waving feath- 
ers, gaudy robes, shining ornaments of gold and silver, of emerald 
and jade, formed the contents of esthetic arts, and, presumably, with- 
out the vulgarity of class exhibitionism that attends their analogues 
today. Domestic utensils, furnishings of tent and house, rugs, mats, 
jars, pots, bows, spears, were wrought with such delighted care that to- 
day we hunt them out and give them places of honor in our art mu- 
seums. Yet in their own time and place, such things were enhance- 
ments of the processes of everyday life. Instead of being elevated to a 
niche apart, they belonged to display of prowess, the manifestation 
of group and clan membership, worship of gods, feasting and fast- 
ing, fighting, hunting, and all the rhythmic crises that punctuate the 
stream of living. 

Dancing and pantomime, the sources of the art of the theater, 
flourished as part of religious rites and celebrations. Musical art 
abounded in the fingering of the stretched string, the beating of the 
taut skin, the blowing with reeds. Even in the caves, human habita- 
tions were adorned with colored pictures that kept alive to the senses 
experiences with the animals that were so closely bound with the lives 
of humans. Structures that housed their gods and the instrumentali- 
ties that facilitated commerce with the higher powers were wrought 
with especial fineness. But the arts of the drama, music, painting, and 
architecture thus exemplified had no peculiar connection with thea- 
ters, galleries, museums. They were part of the significant life of an 
organized community. 

The collective life that was manifested in war, worship, the forum, 
knew no division between what was characteristic of these places and 
operations, and the arts that brought color, grace, and dignity, into 
them. Painting and sculpture were organically one with architecture, 
as that was one with the social purpose that buildings served. Music 
and song were intimate parts of the rites and ceremonies in which the 
meaning of group life was consummated. Drama was a vital reénact- 
ment of the legends and history of group life. Not even in Athens can 
such arts be torn loose from this setting in direct experience and yet 
retain their significant character. Athletic sports, as well as drama, 
celebrated and enforced traditions of race and group, instructing the 
people, commemorating glories, and strengthening their civic pride. 

Under such conditions, it is not surprising that the Athenian 
Greeks, when they came to reflect upon art, formed the idea that it is 
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an act of reproduction, or imitation. There are many objections to 
this conception. But the vogue of the theory is testimony to the close 
connection of the fine arts with daily life; the idea would not have 
occurred to any one had art been remote from the interests of life. 
For the doctrine did not signify that art was a literal copying of ob- 
jects, but that it reflected the emotions and ideas that are associated 
with the chief institutions of social life. Plato felt this connection so 
strongly that it led him to his idea of the necessity of censorship of 
poets, dramatists, and musicians. Perhaps he exaggerated when he 
said that a change from the Doric to the Lydian mode in music 
would be the sure precursor of civic degeneration. But no contem- 
porary would have doubted that music was an integral part of the 
ethos and the institutions of the community. The idea of “art for art’s 
sake” would not have been even understood. 

There must then be historic reasons for the rise of the compart- 
mental conception of fine art. Our present museums and galleries 
to which works of fine art are removed and stored illustrate some of 
the causes that have operated to segregate art instead of finding it an 
attendant of temple, forum, and other forms of associated life. An 
instructive history of modern art could be written in terms of the for- 
mation of the distinctively modern institutions of museum and exhibi- 
tion gallery. I may point to a few outstanding facts. Most European 
museums are, among other things, memorials of the rise of national- 
ism and imperialism. Every capital must have its own museum of 
painting, sculpture, etc., devoted in part to exhibiting the greatness 
of its artistic past, and, in other part, to exhibiting the loot gathered 
by its monarchs in conquest of other nations; for instance, the ac- 
cumulations of the spoils of Napoleon that are in the Louvre. ‘They 
testify to the connection between the modern segregation of art and 
nationalism and militarism. Doubtless this connection has served 
at times a useful purpose, as in the case of Japan, who, when she was 
in the process of westernization, saved much of her art treasures by 
nationalizing the temples that contained them. 

The growth of capitalism has been a powerful influence in the de- 
velopment of the museum as the proper home for works of art, and in 
the promotion of the idea that they are apart from the common life. 
The nouveaux riches, who are an important by-product of the cap- 
italist system, have felt especially bound to surround themselves with 
works of fine art which, being rare, are also costly. Generally speak- 
ing, the typical collector is the typical capitalist. For evidence of good 
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standing in the realm of higher culture, he amasses paintings, statuary, 
and artistic bijoux, as his stocks and bonds certify to his standing in 
the economic world. 

Not merely individuals, but communities and nations, put their cul- 
tural good taste in evidence by building opera houses, galleries, and 
museums. These show that a community is not wholly absorbed in ma- 
terial wealth, because it is willing to spend its gains in patronage of 
art. It erects these buildings and collects their contents as it now 
builds a cathedral. These things reflect and establish superior cul- 
tural status, while their segregation from the common life reflects the 
fact that they are not part of a native and spontaneous culture. They 
are a kind of counterpart of a holier-than-thou attitude, exhibited 
not toward persons as such but toward the interests and occupations 
that absorb most of the community’s time and energy. 
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Because of changes in industrial conditions the artist has been 
pushed to one side from the main streams of active interest. Industry 
has been mechanized and an artist cannot work mechanically for 
mass production. He is less integrated than formerly in the normal 
flow of social services. A peculiar esthetic “individualism” results. Art- 
ists find it incumbent upon them to betake themselves to their work 
as an isolated means of “self-expression.” In order not to cater to the 
trend of economic forces, they often feel obliged to exaggerate their 
separateness to the point of eccentricity. Consequently artistic prod- 
ucts take on to a still greater degree the air of something independ- 
ent and esoteric. 

Put the action of all such forces together, and the conditions that 
create the gulf which exists generally between producer and consumer 
in modern society operate to create also a chasm between ordinary 
and esthetic experience. Finally we have, as the record of this chasm, 
accepted as if it were normal, the philosophies of art that locate it 
in a region inhabited by no other creature, and that emphasize be- 
yond all reason the merely contemplative character of the esthetic. 
Confusion of values enters in to accentuate the separation. Adventi- 
tious matters, like the pleasure of collecting, of exhibiting, of ownership 
and display, simulate esthetic values. Criticism is affected. There is 
much applause for the wonders of appreciation and the glories of 
the transcendent beauty of art indulged in without much regard to 
capacity for esthetic perception in the concrete. 

My purpose, however, is not to engage in an economic interpreta- 
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tion of the history of the arts, much less to argue that economic con- 
ditions are either invariably or directly relevant to perception and en- 
joyment, or even to interpretation of individual works of art. It is to 
indicate that theories which isolate art and its appreciation by placing 
them in a realm of their own, disconnected from other modes of ex- 
periencing, are not inherent in the subject-matter but arise because of 
specifiable extraneous conditions. Embedded as they are in institu- 
tions and in habits of life, these conditions operate effectively because 
they work so unconsciously. Then the theorist assumes they are em- 
bedded in the nature of things. Nevertheless, the influence of these 
conditions is not confined to theory. As I have already indicated, it 
deeply affects the practice of living, driving away esthetic perceptions 
that are necessary ingredients of happiness, or reducing them to the 
level of compensating transient pleasurable excitations. 

Even to readers who are adversely inclined to what has been said, 
the implications of the statements that have been made may be useful 
in defining the nature of the problem: that of recovering the continu- 
ity of esthetic experience with normal processes of living. The under- 
standing of art and of its rdle in civilization is not furthered by setting 
out with eulogies of it nor by occupying ourselves exclusively at the 
outset with great works of art recognized as such. The comprehension 
which theory essays will be arrived at by a detour; by going back to 
experience of the common or mill run of things to discover the es- 
thetic quality such experience possesses. Theory can start with and 
from acknowledged works of art only when the esthetic is already 
compartmentalized, or only when works of art are set in a niche 
apart instead of being celebrations, recognized as such, of the things 
of ordinary experience. Even a crude experience, if authentically 
an experience, is more fit to give a clue to the intrinsic nature of 
esthetic experience than is an object already set apart from any other 
mode of experience. Following this clue we can discover how the 
work of art develops and accentuates what is characteristically valu- 
able in things of everyday enjoyment. The art product will then be 
seen to issue from the latter, when the full meaning of ordinary experi- 
ence is expressed, as dyes come out of coal tar products when they 
receive special treatment. 


A conception of fine art that sets out from its connection with dis- 
covered qualities of ordinary experience will be able to indicate the 
factors and forces that favor the normal development of common 
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human activities into matters of artistic value. It will also be able to 
point out those conditions that arrest its normal growth. Writers 
on esthetic theory often raise the question of whether esthetic philos- 
ophy can aid in cultivation of esthetic appreciation. The question is 
a branch of the general theory of criticism, which, it seems to me, 
fails to accomplish its full office if it does not indicate what to look 
for and what to find in concrete esthetic objects. But, in any case, it is 
safe to say that a philosophy of art is sterilized unless it makes us aware 
of the function of art in relation to other modes of experience, and 
unless it indicates why this function is so inadequately realized, and 
unless it suggests the conditions under which the office would be 
successfully performed. 

The comparison of the emergence of works of art out of ordinary 
experiences to the refining of raw materials into valuable products 
may seem to some unworthy, if not an actual attempt to reduce works 
of art to the status of articles manufactured for commercial pur- 
poses. The point, however, is that no amount of ecstatic eulogy of 
finished works can of itself assist the understanding or the generation 
of such works. Flowers can be enjoyed without knowing about the 
interactions of soil, air, moisture, and seeds of which they are the re- 
sult. But they cannot be understood without taking just these in- 
teractions into account—and theory is a matter of understanding. 
Theory is concerned with discovering the nature of the production of 
works of art and of their enjoyment in perception. How is it that the 
everyday making of things grows into that form of making which is 
genuinely artistic? How is it that our everyday enjoyment of scenes 
and situations develops into the peculiar satisfaction that attends the 
experience which is emphatically esthetic? These are the questions 
theory must answer. The answers cannot be found, unless we are 
willing to find the germs and roots in matters of experience that 
we do not currently regard as esthetic. Having discovered these active 
seeds, we may follow the course of their growth into the highest forms 
of finished and refined art. 


We cannot answer these questions any more than we can trace the 
development of art out of everyday experience, unless we have a 
clear and coherent idea of what is meant when we say “normal ex- 
perience.” Fortunately, the road to arriving at such an idea is open 
and well marked. The nature of experience is determined by the essen- 
tial conditions of life. While man is other than bird and beast, he 
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shares basic vital functions with them and has to make the same basal 
adjustments if he is to continue the process of living. Having the same 
vital needs, man derives the means by which he breathes, moves, 
looks and listens, the very brain with which he coérdinates his 
senses and his movements, from his animal forbears. The organs 
with which he maintains himself in being are not of himself alone, 
but by the grace of struggles and achievements of a long line of ani- 
mal ancestry. 

Fortunately a theory of the place of the esthetic in experience does 
not have to lose itself in minute details when it starts with experience 
in its elemental form. Broad outlines suffice. The first great consid- 
eration is that life goes on in an environment; not merely in it but be- 
cause of it, through interaction with it. No creature lives merely under 
its skin; its subcutaneous organs are means of connection with what 
lies beyond its bodily frame, and to which, in order to live, it must ad- 
just itself, by accommodation and defense but also by conquest. At 
every moment, the living creature is exposed to dangers from its sur- 
roundings, and at every moment, it must draw upon something in its 
surroundings to satisfy its needs. The career and destiny of a living 
being are bound up with its interchanges with its environment, not 
externally but in the most intimate way. 

The growl of a dog crouching over his food, his howl in time of loss 
and loneliness, the wagging of his tail at the return of his human 
friend are expressions of the implication of a living in a natural me- 
dium which includes man along with the animal he has domesticated. 
Every need, say hunger for fresh air or food, is a lack that denotes at 
least a temporary absence of adequate adjustment with surroundings. 
But it is also a demand, a reaching out into the environment to 
make good the lack and to restore adjustment by building at least a 
temporary equilibrium. Life itself consists of phases in which the or- 
ganism falls out of step with the march of surrounding things and 
then recovers unison with it--either through effort or by some happy 
chance. And, in a growing life, the recovery is never mere return to a 
prior state, for it is enriched by the state of disparity and resistance 
through which it has successfully passed. If the gap between organism 
and environment is too wide, the creature dies. If its activity is not 
enhanced by the temporary alienation, it merely subsists. Life grows 
when a temporary falling out is a transition to a more extensive bal- 
ance of the energies of the organism with those of the conditions 
under which it lives. 

These biological commonplaces are something more than that; they 
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reach to the roots of the esthetic in experience. The world is full of 
things that are indifferent and even hostile to life; the very processes 
by which life is maintained tend to throw it out of gear with its sur- 
roundings. Nevertheless, if life continues and if in continuing it ex- 
pands, there is an overcoming of factors of opposition and conflict; 
there is a transformation of them into differentiated aspects of a 
higher powered and more significant life. The marvel of organic, of 
vital, adaptation through expansion (instead of by contraction and 
passive accommodation) actually takes place. Here in germ are bal- 
ance and harmony attained through rhythm. Equilibrium comes 
about not mechanically and inertly but out of, and because of, ten- 
sion. 

There is in nature, even below the level of life, something more 
than mere flux and change. Form is arrived at whenever a stable, even 
though moving, equilibrium is reached. Changes interlock and sus- 
tain one another. Wherever there is this coherence there is endur- 
ance. Order is not imposed from without but is made out of the rela- 
tions of harmonious interactions that energies bear to one another. 
Because it is active (not anything static because foreign to what goes 
on) order itself develops. It comes to include within its balanced 
movement a greater variety of changes. 

Order cannot but be admirable in a world constantly threatened 
with disorder—in a world where living creatures can go on living 
only by taking advantage of whatever order exists about them, in- 
corporating it into themselves. In a world like ours, every living crea- 
ture that attains sensibility welcomes order with a response of har- 
monious feeling whenever it finds a congruous order about it. 

For only when an organism shares in the ordered relations of its en- 
vironment does it secure the stability essential to living. And when 
the participation comes after a phase of disruption and conflict, it 
bears within itself the germs of a consummation akin to the esthetic. 

The rhythm of loss of integration with environment and recovery 
of union not only persists in man but becomes conscious with 
him; its conditions are material out of which he forms purposes. 
Emotion is the conscious sign of a break, actual or impending. The 
discord is the occasion that induces reflection. Desire for restoration of 
the union converts mere emotion into interest in objects as condi- 
tions of realization of harmony. With the realization, material of reflec- 
tion is incorporated into objects as their meaning. Since the artist 
cares in a peculiar way for the phase of experience in which union 1s 
achieved, he does not shun moments of resistance and tension. He 
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rather cultivates them, not for their own sake but because of their 
potentialities, bringing to living consciousness an experience that is 
unified and total. In contrast with the person whose purpose is esthetic, 
the scientific man is interested in problems, in situations wherein ten- 
sion between the matter of observation and of thought is marked. Of 
course he cares for their resolution. But he does not rest in it; he 
passes on to another problem using an attained solution only as a 
stepping stone from which to set on foot further inquiries. 

The difference between the esthetic and the intellectual is thus one 
of the place where emphasis falls in the constant rhythm that marks 
the interaction of the live creature with his surroundings. The ulti- 
mate matter of both emphases in experience is the same, as is also 
their general form. The odd notion that an artist does not think and 
a scientific inquirer does nothing else is the result of converting a 
difference of tempo and emphasis into a difference in kind. The 
thinker has his esthetic moment when his ideas cease to be mere 
ideas and become the corporate meanings of objects. The artist has his 
problems and thinks as he works. But his thought is more immediately 
embodied in the object. Because of the comparative remoteness of 
his end, the scientific worker operates with symbols, words and 
mathematical signs. The artist does his thinking in the very qualita- 
tive media he works in, and the terms lie so close to the object that he 
is producing that they merge directly into it. 

The live animal does not have to project emotions into the objects 
experienced. Nature is kind and hateful, bland and morose, irritating 
and comforting, long before she is mathematically qualified or even 
a congeries of “secondary” qualities like colors and their shapes. 
Even such words as long and short, solid and hollow, still carry to 
all, but those who are intellectually specialized, a moral and emo- 
tional connotation. The dictionary will inform any one who con- 
sults it that the early use of words like sweet and bitter was not 
to denote qualities of sense as such but to discriminate things as favotr- 
able and hostile. How could it be otherwise? Direct experience comes 
from nature and man interacting with each other. In this interaction, 
human energy gathers, is released, dammed up, frustrated and vic- 
torious. There are rhythmic beats of want and fulfillment, pulses of 
doing and being withheld from doing. 

All interactions that effect stability and order in the whirling flux 
of change are rhythms. There is ebb and flow, systole and diastole: 
ordered change. The latter moves within bounds. To overpass the 
limits that are set is destruction and death, out of which, however, 
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new rhythms are built up. The proportionate interception of changes 
establishes an order that is spatially, not merely temporally patterned: 
like the waves of the sea, the ripples of sand where waves have 
flowed back and forth, the fleecy and the black-bottomed cloud. 
Contrast of lack and fullness, of struggle and achievement, of adjust- 
ment after consummated irregularity, form the drama in which action, 
feeling, and meaning are one. The outcome is balance and counter- 
balance. These are not static nor mechanical. They express power 
that is intense because measured through overcoming resistance. En- 
vironing objects avail and counteravail. 

There are two sorts of possible worlds in which esthetic experience 
would not occur. In a world of mere flux, change would not be cumu- 
lative; it would not move toward a close. Stability and rest would 
have no being. Equally is it true, however, that a world that is finished, 
ended, would have no traits of suspense and crisis, and would offer 
no opportunity for resolution. Where everything is already complete, 
there is no fulfillment. We envisage with pleasure Nirvana and a 
uniform heavenly bliss only because they are projected upon the 
background of our present world of stress and conflict. Because the ac- 
tual world, that in which we live, is a combination of movement and 
culmination, of breaks and re-unions, the experience of a living crea- 
ture is capable of esthetic quality. The live being recurrently loses and 
reéstablishes equilibrium with his surroundings. The moment of pas- 
sage from disturbance into harmony is that of intensest life. In 
a finished world, sleep and waking could not be distinguished. In 
one wholly perturbed, conditions could not even be struggled with. In 
a world made after the pattern of ours, moments of fulfillment punc- 
tuate experience with rhythmically enjoyed intervals. 

Inner harmony is attained only when, by some means, terms are 
made with the environment. When it occurs on any other than an 
“objective” basis, it is illusory—in extreme cases to the point of in- 
sanity. Fortunately for variety in experience, terms are made in 
many ways—ways ultimately decided by selective interest. Pleas- 
ures may come about through chance contact and stimulation; such 
pleasures are not to be despised in a world full of pain. But happi- 
ness and delight are a different sort of thing. They come to be through 
a fulfillment that reaches to the depths of our being—one that is an 
adjustment of our whole being with the conditions of existence. In 
the process of living, attainment of a period of equilibrium is at the 
same time the initiation of a new relation to the environment, one 
that brings with it potency of new adjustments to be made through 
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struggle. ‘The time of consummation is also one of beginning anew. 
Any attempt to perpetuate beyond its term the enjoyment attending 
the time of fulfillment and harmony constitutes withdrawal from the 
world. Hence it marks the lowering and loss of vitality. But, through 
the phases of perturbation and conflict, there abides the deep-seated 
memory of an underlying harmony, the sense of which haunts life like 
the sense of being founded on a rock. 

Most mortals are conscious that a split often occurs between their 
present living and their past and future. Then the past hangs upon 
them as a burden; it invades the present with a sense of regret, of 
opportunities not used, and of consequences we wish undone. It 
rests upon the present as an oppression, instead of being a storehouse 
of resources by which to move confidently forward. But the live crea- 
ture adopts its past; it can make friends with even its stupidities, using 
them as warnings that increase present wariness. Instead of trying to 
live upon whatever may have been achieved in the past, it uses past 
successes to inform the present. Every living experience owes its rich- 
ness to what Santayana well calls “hushed reverberations.” + 

To the being fully alive, the future is not ominous but a promise; it 
surrounds the present as a halo. It consists of possibilities that are felt 
as a possession of what is now and here. In life that is truly life, every- 
thing overlaps and merges. But all too often we exist in apprehensions 
of what the future may bring, and are divided within ourselves. Even 
when not overanxious, we do not enjoy the present because we 
subordinate it to that which is absent. Because of the frequency of this 
abandonment of the present to the past and future, the happy periods 
of an experience that is now complete because it absorbs into itself 
memories of the past and anticipations of the future, come to con- 
stitute an esthetic ideal. Only when the past ceases to trouble and 
anticipations of the future are not perturbing is a being wholly 
united with his environment and therefore fully alive. Art celebrates 
with peculiar intensity the moments in which the past reénforces the 
present and in which the future is a quickening of what now is. 


1 “These familiar flowers, these well-remembered bird notes, this sky with its fitful 
brightness, these furrowed and grassy fields, each with a sort of personality given 
to it by the capricious hedge, such things as these are the mother tongue of our 
imagination, the language that is laden with all the subtle inextricable associations 
the fleeting hours of our childhood left behind them. Our delight in the sunshine 
on the deep-bladed grass today might be no more than the faint perception of 
wearied souls, if it were not for the sunshine and grass of far-off years, which still 
live in us and transform our perception into love.” George Eliot in “The Mill on 
the Floss.” 
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To grasp the sources of esthetic experience it is, therefore, necessary 
to have recourse to animal life below the human scale. The activities 
of the fox, the dog, and the thrush may at least stand as reminders 
and symbols of that unity of experience which we so fractionize 
when work is labor, and thought withdraws us from the world. ‘The 
live animal is fully present, al] there, in all of its actions: in its wary 
glances, its sharp sniffings, its abrupt cocking of ears. All senses are 
equally on the qui vive. As you watch, you see motion merging into 
sense and sense into motion—constituting that animal grace so hard 
for man to rival. What the live creature retains from the past and 
what it expects from the future operate as directions in the present. 
The dog is never pedantic nor academic; for these things arise only 
when the past is severed in consciousness from the present and 1s set 
up as a model to copy or a storehouse upon which to draw. The past 
absorbed into the present carries on; it presses forward. 

There is much in the life of the savage that is sodden. But, when 
the savage is most alive, he is most observant of the world about him 
and most taut with energy. As he watches what stirs about him, he, 
too, is stirred. His observation is both action in preparation and fore- 
sight of the future. He is as active through his whole being when he 
looks and listens as when he stalks his quarry or stealthily retreats 
from a foe. His senses are sentinels of immediate thought and outposts 
of action, and not, as they so often are with us, mere pathways along 
which material is gathered to be stored away for a delayed and remote 
possibility. 

It is mere ignorance that leads then to the supposition that con- 
nection of art and esthetic perception with experience signifies a low- 
ering of their significance and dignity. Experience in the degree in 
which it is experience is heightened vitality. Instead of signifying being 
shut up within one’s own private feelings and sensations, it signifies 
active and alert commerce with the world; at its height it signifies 
complete interpenetration of self and the world of objects and events. 
Instead of signifying surrender to caprice and disorder, it affords our 
sole demonstration of a stability that is not stagnation but is rhyth- 
mic and developing. Because experience is the fulfillment of an or- 
ganism in its struggles and achievements in a world of things, it 1s art 
in germ. Even in its rudimentary forms, it contains the promise of 
that delightful perception which is esthetic experience. 
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Chapter II 


THE LIVE CREATURE AND 
““ETHERIAL THINGS’ 


. . . Experience is the result, the sign, and the reward of that inter- 
action of organism and environment which, when it is carried to the 
full, is a transformation of interaction into participation and commu- 
nication. Since sense-organs with their connected motor apparatus are 
the means of this participation, any and every derogation of them, 
whether practical or theoretical, is at once effect and cause of a nar- 
rowed and dulled life-experience. Oppositions of mind and body, soul 
and matter, spirit and flesh all have their origin, fundamentally, in 
fear of what life may bring forth. They are marks of contraction and 
withdrawal. Full recognition, therefore, of the continuity of the or- 
gans, needs and basic impulses of the human creature with his animal 
forebears, implies no necessary reduction of man to the level of the 
brutes. On the contrary, it makes possible the drawing of a ground-plan 
of human experience upon which is erected the superstructure of 
man’s marvelous and distinguishing experience. What is distinctive 
in man makes it possible for him to sink below the level of the beasts. 
It also makes it possible for him to carry to new and unprecedented 
heights that unity of sense and impulse, of brain and eye and ear, that 
is exemplified in animal life, saturating it with the conscious meanings 
derived from communication and deliberate expression. 

Man excels in complexity and minuteness of differentiations. This 
very fact constitutes the necessity for many more comprehensive and 
exact relationships among the constituents of his being. Important as 
are the distinctions and relations thus made possible, the story does 
not end here. There are more opportunities for resistance and tension, 
more drafts upon experimentation and invention, and therefore more 
novelty in action, greater range and depth of insight and increase of 
poignancy in feeling. As an organism increases in complexity, the 
thythms of struggle and consummation in its relation to its environ- 
ment are varied and prolonged, and they come to include within 
themselves an endless variety of sub-rhythms. The designs of living 
are widened and enriched. Fulfillment is more massive and more subtly 
shaded. 

Space thus becomes something more than a void in which to roam 
about, dotted here and there with dangerous things and things that 
satisfy the appetite. It becomes a comprehensive and enclosed scene 
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within which are ordered the multiplicity of doings and undergoings 
in which man engages. Time ceases to be either the endless and unt- 
form flow or the succession of instantaneous points which some 
philosophers have asserted it to be. It, too, is the organized and or- 
ganizing medium of the rhythmic ebb and flow of expectant impulse, 
forward and retracted movement, resistance and suspense, with ful- 
fillment and consummation. It is an ordering of growth and matura- 
tions—as James said, we learn to skate in summer after having com- 
menced in winter. Time as organization in change is growth, and 
growth signifies that a varied series of change enters upon intervals of 
pause and rest; of completions that become the initia] points of new 
processes of development. Like the soil, mind is fertilized while it lies 
fallow, until a new burst of bloom ensues. 

When a flash of lightning illumines a dark landscape, there 1s 
a momentary recognition of objects. But the recognition is not 
itself a mere point in time. It is the focal culmination of long, slow 
processes of maturation. It is the manifestation of the continuity of an 
ordered temporal experience in a sudden discrete instant of climax. It 
is as meaningless in isolation as would be the drama of Hamlet were 
it confined to a single line or word with no context. But the phrase 
“the rest is silence” is infinitely pregnant as the conclusion of a 
drama enacted through development in time; so may be the mo- 
mentary perception of a natural scene. Form, as it is present in the 
fine arts, is the art of making clear what is involved in the organiza- 
tion of space and time prefigured in every course of a developing 
life-experience. 

Moments and places, despite physical limitation and narrow local- 
ization, are charged with accumulations of long-gathering energy. A 
return to a scene of childhood that was left long years before floods 
the spot with a release of pent-up memories and hopes. To meet in 
a strange country one who is a casual acquaintance at home may 
arouse a satisfaction so acute as to bring a thrill. Mere recognitions 
occur only when we are occupied with something else than the object 
or person recognized. It marks either an interruption or else an intent 
to use what is recognized as a means for something else. ‘To see, to 
perceive, is more than to recognize. It does not identify something 
present in terms of a past disconnected from it. The past is carried 
into the present so as to expand and deepen the content of the latter. 
There is illustrated the translation of bare continuity of external 
time into the vital order and organization of experience. Identifica- 
tion nods and passes on. Or it defines a passing moment in isolation, 
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it marks a dead spot in experience that is merely filled in. The extent 
to which the process of living in any day or hour is reduced to labeling 
situations, events, and objects as “‘so-and-so” in mere succession marks 
the cessation of a life that is a conscious experience. Continuities 
realized in an individual, discrete, form are the essence of the latter. 

Art is thus prefigured in the very processes of living. A bird builds 
its nest and a beaver its dam when internal organic pressures co- 
Gperate with external materials so that the former are fulfilled and 
the latter are transformed in a satisfying culmination. We may hesi- 
tate to apply the word “art,” since we doubt the presence of directive 
intent. But all deliberation, all conscious intent, grows out of things 
once performed organically through the interplay of natural energies. 
Were it not so, art would be built on quaking sands, nay, on unstable 
air. The distinguishing contribution of man is consciousness of the 
relations found in nature. Through consciousness, he converts the re- 
lations of cause and effect that are found in nature into relations of 
means and consequence. Rather, consciousness itself is the inception 
of such a transformation, What was mere shock becomes an invita- 
tion; resistance becomes something to be used in changing existing 
arrangements of matter; smooth facilities become agencies for exe- 
cuting an idea. In these operations, an organic stimulation becomes 
the bearer of meanings, and motor responses are changed into in- 
struments of expression and communication; no longer are they 
mere means of locomotion and direct reaction. Meanwhile, the or- 
ganic substratum remains as the quickening and deep foundation. 
Apart from relations of cause and effect in nature, conception and 
invention could not be. Apart from the relation of processes of 
thythmic conflict and fulfillment in animal life, experience would be 
without design and pattern. Apart from organs inherited from ani- 
mal ancestry, idea and purpose would be without a mechanism of 
realization. The primeval arts of nature and animal life are so much 
the material, and, in gross outline, so much the model for the inten- 
tional achievements of man, that the theologically minded have im- 
puted conscious intent to the structure of nature—as man, sharing 
many activities with the ape, is wont to think of the latter as imitating 
his own performances. 

The existence of art is the concrete proof of what has just been 
stated abstractly. It is proof that man uses the materials and energies 
of nature with intent to expand his own life, and that he does so in 
accord with the structure of his organism—brain, sense-organs, and 
muscular system. Art is the living and concrete proof that man 1s 
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capable of restoring consciously, and thus on the plane of meaning, 
the union of sense, need, impulse and action characteristic of the 
live creature. The intervention of consciousness adds regulation, 
power of selection, and redisposition. Thus it varies the arts in ways 
without end. But its intervention also leads in time to the idea of art 
as a conscious idea—the greatest intellectual achievement in the his- 
tory of humanity. 


Chapter III 
HAVING AN EXPERIENCE 


Experience occurs continuously, because the interaction of live crea- 
ture and environing conditions is involved in the very process of 
living. Under conditions of resistance and conflict, aspects and ele- 
ments of the self and the world that are implicated in this interaction 
qualify experience with emotions and ideas so that conscious intent 
emerges. Oftentimes, however, the experience had is inchoate. Things 
are experienced but not in such a way that they are composed into an 
experience. There is distraction and dispersion; what we observe 
and what we think, what we desire and what we get, are at odds with 
each other. We put our hands to the plow and turn back; we start and 
then we stop, not because the experience has reached the end for the 
sake of which it was initiated but because of extraneous interruptions 
or of inner lethargy. 

In contrast with such experience, we have an experience when the 
material experienced runs its course to fulfillment. Then and then 
only is it integrated within and demarcated in the general stream of 
experience from other experiences. A piece of work is finished in a 
way that is satisfactory; a problem receives its solution; a game 1s 
played through; a situation, whether that of eating a meal, playing 
a game of chess, carrying on a conversation, writing a book, or taking 
part in a political campaign, is so rounded out that its close is a con- 
summation and not a cessation. Such an experience is a whole and 
carries with it its own individualizing quality and self-sufficiency. It 
is an experience. 

Philosophers, even empirical philosophers, have spoken for the most 
part of experience at large. Idiomatic speech, however, refers to ex- 
periences each of which is singular, having its own beginning and end. 
For life is no uniform uninterrupted march or flow. It is a thing of 
histories, each with its own plot, its own inception and movement 
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toward its close, each having its own particular rhythmic movement; 
each with its own unrepeated quality pervading it throughout. A 
flight of stairs, mechanical as it is, proceeds by individualized steps, 
not by undifferentiated progression, and an inclined plane is at least 
marked off from other things by abrupt discreteness. 

Experience in this vital sense is defined by those situations and 
episodes that we spontaneously refer to as being “real experiences”; 
those things of which we say in recalling them, “that was an expe- 
rience.” It may have been something of tremendous importance—a 
quarrel with one who was once an intimate, a catastrophe finally 
averted by a hair’s breadth. Or it may have been something that in com- 
parison was slight—and which perhaps because of its very slightness 
illustrates all the better what is to be an experience. There is that 
meal in a Paris restaurant of which one says “that was an experience.” [t 
stands out as an enduring memorial of what food may be. Then there 
is that storm one went through in crossing the Atlantic—the storm 
that seemed in its fury, as it was experienced, to sum up in itself all 
that a storm can be, complete in itself, standing out because marked 
out from what went before and what came after. 

In such experiences, every successive part flows freely, without seam 
and without unfilled blanks, into what ensues. At the same time there 
is no sacrifice of the self-identity of the parts. A river, as distinct from 
a pond, flows. But its flow gives a definiteness and interest to its suc- 
cessive portions greater than exist in the homogenous portions of a 
pond. In an experience, fiow is from something to something. As one 
part leads into another and as one part carries on what went before, 
each gains distinctness in itself. The enduring whole is diversified by 
successive phases that are emphases of its varied colors. 

Because of continuous merging, there are no holes, mechanical 
junctions, and dead centers when we have an experience. There are 
pauses, places of rest, but they punctuate and define the quality of 
movement. They sum up what has been undergone and prevent its 
dissipation and idle evaporation. Continued acceleration is breathless 
and prevents parts from gaining distinction. In a work of art, different 
acts, episodes, occurrences melt and fuse into unity, and yet do not 
disappear and lose their own character as they do so—just as in a 
genial conversation there is a continuous interchange and blending, 
and yet each speaker not only retains his own character but manifests 
it more clearly than is his wont. 

An experience has a unity that gives it its name, that meal, that 
storm, that rupture of friendship. The existence of this unity is con- 
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stituted by a single quality that pervades the entire experience in 
spite of the variation of its constituent parts. This unity is neither 
emotional, practical, nor intellectual, for these terms name distinc- 
tions that reflection can make within it. In discourse about an ex- 
perience, we must make use of these adjectives of interpretation. In 
going over an experience in mind after its occurrence, we may find 
that one property rather than another was sufficiently dominant 
so that it characterizes the experience as a whole. There are ab- 
sorbing inquiries and speculations which a scientific man and philoso- 
pher will recall as “experiences” in the emphatic sense. In final im- 
port they are intellectual. But in their actual occurrence they were 
emotional as well; they were purposive and volitional. Yet the ex- 
perience was not a sum of these different characters; they were lost in 
it as distinctive traits. No thinker can ply his occupation save as he is 
lured and rewarded by total integral experiences that ate intrinsically 
worth while. Without them he would never know what it is really to 
think and would be completely at a loss in distinguishing real thought 
from the spurious article. Thinking goes on in trains of ideas, but 
the ideas form a train only because they are much more than what an 
analytic psychology calls ideas. They are phases, emotionally and prac- 
tically distinguished, of a developing underlying quality; they are its 
moving variations, not separate and independent like Locke’s and 
Hume’s so-called ideas and impressions, but are subtle shadings of a 
pervading and developing hue. 

We say of an experience of thinking that we reach or draw a con- 
clusion. Theoretical formulation of the process is often made in such 
terms as to conceal effectually the similarity of “conclusion” to the 
consummating phase of every developing integral experience. ‘These 
formulations apparently take their cue from the separate propositions 
that are premises and the proposition that is the conclusion as they 
appear on the printed page. The impression is derived that there are 
first two independent and ready-made entities that are then manip- 
ulated so as to give rise to a third. In fact, in an experience of think- 
ing, premises emerge only as a conclusion becomes manifest. The 
experience, like that of watching a storm reach its height and grad- 
ually subside, is one of continuous movement of subject-matters. Like 
the ocean in the storm, there are a series of waves; suggestions reach- 
ing out and being broken in a clash, or being carried onwards by a 
codperative wave. If a conclusion is reached, it is that of a movement 
of anticipation and cumulation, one that finally comes to completion. 
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A “conclusion” is no separate and independent thing; it is the con- 
summation of a movement. 

Hence an experience of thinking has its own esthetic quality. It 
differs from those experiences that are acknowledged to be esthetic, 
but only in its materials. The material of the fine arts consists of 
qualities; that of experience having intellectual conclusion are signs 
or symbols having no intrinsic quality of their own, but standing for 
things that may in another experience be qualitatively experienced. 
The difference is enormous. It is one reason why the strictly intellec- 
tual art will never be popular as music is popular. Nevertheless, the 
experience itself has a satisfying emotional quality because it possesses 
internal integration and fulfillment reached through ordered and 
organized movement. This artistic structure may be immediately felt. 
In so far, it is esthetic. What is evcn more important is that not only 
is this quality a significant motive in undertaking intellectual inquiry 
and in keeping it honest, but that no intellectual activity is an inte- 
gral event (is an experience), unless it is rounded out with this 
quality. Without it, thinking is inconclusive. In short, esthetic can- 
not be sharply marked off from intellectual experience since the latter 
must bear an esthetic stamp to be itself complete. 

The same statement holds good of a course of action that is domi- 
nantly practical, that is, one that consists of overt doings. It is possible 
to be efficient in action and yet not have a conscious experience. The 
activity is too automatic to permit of a sense of what it is about and 
where it is going. It comes to an end but not to a close or consumma- 
tion in consciousness. Obstacles are overcome by shrewd skill, but they 
do not feed experience. There are also those who are wavering in 
action, uncertain, and inconclusive like the shades in classic literature. 
Between the poles of aimlessness and mechanical efficiency, there lie 
those courses of action in which through successive deeds there runs a 
sense of growing meaning conserved and accumulating toward an end 
that is felt as accomplishment of a process. Successful politicians and 
generals who turn statesmen like Caesar and Napoleon have some- 
thing of the showman about them. This of itself is not art, but it is, I 
think, a sign that interest is not exclusively, perhaps not mainly, held 
by the result taken by itself (as it is in the case of mere efficiency), 
but by it as the outcome of a process. There is interest in completing 
an experience. The experience may be one that is harmful to the 
world and its consummation undesirable. But it has esthetic quality. 

The Greek identification of good conduct with conduct having 
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proportion, grace, and harmony, the kalon-agathon, is a more obvious 
example of distinctive esthetic quality in moral action. One great de- 
fect in what passes as morality is its anesthetic quality. Instead of ex- 
emplifying wholehearted action, it takes the form of grudging piece- 
meal concessions to the demands of duty. But illustrations may only 
obscure the fact that any practical activity will, provided that it is in- 
tegrated and moves by its own urge to fulfillment, have esthetic 
quality. 

A generalized illustration may be had if we imagine a stone, which 
is rolling down hill, to have an experience. The activity is surely 
sufficiently “practical.” The stone starts from somewhere, and moves, 
as consistently as conditions permit, toward a place and state where 
it will be at rest—toward an end. Let us add, by imagination, to 
these external facts, the ideas that it looks forward with desire to the 
final outcome; that it is interested in the things it meets on its way, 
conditions that accelerate and retard its movement with respect to 
their bearing on the end; that it acts and feels toward them according 
to the hindering or helping function it attributes to them; and that 
the final coming to rest is related to all that went before as the culmi- 
nation of a continuous movement. Then the stone would have an 
experience, and one with esthetic quality. 

If we turn from this imaginary case to our own experience, we 
shall find much of it is nearer to what happens to the actual stone 
than it is to anything that fulfills the conditions fancy just laid down. 
For in much of our experience we are not concerned with the con- 
nection of one incident with what went before and what comes 
after. There is no interest that controls attentive rejection or selec- 
tion of what shall be orgamized into the developing experience. 
Things happen, but they are neither definitely included nor decisively 
excluded; we drift. We yield according to external pressure, or evade 
and compromise. There are beginnings and cessations, but no genuine 
initiations and concludings. One thing replaces another, but does not 
absorb it and carry it on. There is experience, but so slack and dis- 
cursive that it is not an experience. Needless to say, such experiences 
are anesthetic. 

Thus the non-esthetic lies within two limits. At one pole is the 
loose succession that does not begin at any particular place and that 
ends—in the sense of ceasing—at no particular place. At the other 
pole is arrest, constriction, proceeding from parts having only a 
mechanical connection with one another. There exists so much of one 
and the other of these two kinds of experience that unconsciously they 
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come to be taken as norms of all experience. Then, when the esthetic 
appears, it so sharply contrasts with the picture that has been formed 
of experience, that it is impossible to combine its special qualities 
with the features of the picture and the esthetic is given an outside 
place and status. The account that has been given of experience 
dominantly intellectual and practical is intended to show that there is 
no such contrast involved in having an experience; that, on the con- 
trary, no experience of whatever sort is a unity unless it has esthetic 
quality. 

The enemies of the esthetic are neither the practical nor the intel- 
lectual. They are the humdrum; slackness of loose ends; submission 
to convention in practice and intellectual procedure. Rigid absti- 
nence, coerced submission, tightness on one side and dissipation, 
incoherence and aimless indulgence on the other, are deviations in 
opposite directions from the unity of an experience. Some such con- 
siderations perhaps induced Aristotle to invoke the “mean propor- 
tional” as the proper designation of what is distinctive of both virtue 
and the esthetic. He was formally correct. “Mean” and “proportion” 
are, however, not self-explanatory, nor to be taken over in a prior 
mathematical sense, but are properties belonging to an experience 
that has a developing movement toward its own consummation. 

1 have emphasized the fact that every integral experience moves 
toward a close, an ending, since it ceases only when the energies 
active in it have done their proper work. This closure of a circuit of 
energy is the opposite of arrest, of stasis. Maturation and fixation are 
polar opposites. Struggle and conflict may be themselves enjoyed, 
although they are painful, when they are experienced as means of 
developing an experience; members in that they carry it forward, not 
just because they are there. There is, as will appear later, an element 
of undergoing, of suffering in its large sense, in every experience. 
Otherwise there would be no taking in of what preceded. For “tak- 
ing in” in any vital experience is something more than placing some- 
thing on the top of consciousness over what was previously known. 
It involves reconstruction which may be painful. Whether the neces- 
sary undergoing phase is by itself pleasurable or painful is a matter 
of particular conditions. It is indifferent to the total esthetic quality, 
save that there are few intense esthetic experiences that are wholly 
gleeful. They are certainly not to be characterized as amusing, and as 
they bear down upon us they involve a suffering that is none the less 
consistent with, indeed a part of, the complete perception that is 
enjoyed. 
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I have spoken of the esthetic quality that rounds out an experience 
into completeness and unity as emotional. The reference may cause 
difficulty. We are given to thinking of emotions as things as simple 
and compact as are the words by which we name them. Joy, sorrow, 
hope, fear, anger, curiosity, are treated as if each in itself were a sort 
of entity that enters full-made upon the scene, an entity that may last 
a long time or a short time, but whose duration, whose growth and 
career, is irrelevant to its nature. In fact emotions are qualities, 
when they are significant, of a complex experience that moves and 
changes. I say, when they are significant, for otherwise they are but the 
outbreaks and eruptions of a disturbed infant. All emotions are quali- 
fications of a drama and they change as the drama develops. Persons 
are sometimes said to fall in love at first sight. But what they fall into 
is not a thing of that instant. What would love be were it com- 
pressed into a moment in which there is no room for cherishing and 
for solicitude? The intimate nature of emotion is manifested in the 
experience of one watching a play on the stage or reading a novel. It 
attends the development of a plot; and a plot requires a stage, 
a space, wherein to develop and time in which to unfold. Experience 
is emotional but there are no separate things called emotions in it. 

By the same token, emotions are attached to events and objects in 
their movement. They are not, save in pathological instances, private. 
And even an “objectless’”” emotion demands something beyond itself 
to which to attach itself, and thus it soon generates a delusion in lack 
of something real. Emotion belongs of a certainty to the self. But it 
belongs to the self that is concerned in the movement of events to- 
ward an issue that is desired or disliked. We jump instantaneously 
when we are scared, as we blush on the instant when we are 
ashamed. But fight and shamed modesty are not in this case emo- 
tional states. Of themselves they are but automatic reflexes. In order 
to become emotional] they must become parts of an inclusive and 
enduring situation that involves concern for objects and their issues. 
The jump of fright becomes emotional fear when there is found or 
thought to exist a threatening object that must be dealt with or es- 
caped from. The blush becomes the emotion of shame when a per- 
son connects, in thought, an action he has performed with an un- 
favorable reaction to himself of some other person. 

Physical things from far ends of the earth are physically transported 
and physically caused to act and react upon one another in the con- 
struction of a new object. The miracle of mind is that something 
similar takes place in experience without physical transport and as- 
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sembling. Emotion is the moving and cementing force. It selects 
what is congruous and dyes what is selected with its color, thereby 
giving qualitative unity to materials externally disparate and dissimilar. 
It thus provides unity in and through the varied parts of an expe- 
rience. When the unity is of the sort already described, the experience 
has esthetic character even though it is not, dominantly, an esthetic 
experience. 

Two men meet; one is the applicant for a position, while the other 
has the disposition of the matter in his hands. The interview may be 
mechanical, consisting of set questions, the replies to which perfunc- 
torily settle the matter. There is no experience in which the two 
men meet, nothing that is not a repetition, by way of acceptance or 
dismissal, of. something which has happened a score of times. The 
situation is disposed of as if it were an exercise in bookkeeping. But 
an interplay may take place in which a new experience develops. 
Where should we look for an account of such an experience? Not to 
ledger-entries nor yet to a treatise on economics or sociology or per- 
sonnel-psychology, but to drama or fiction. Its nature and import 
can be expressed only by art, because there is a unity of experience 
that can be expressed only as an experience. The experience is of 
material fraught with suspense and moving toward its own consum- 
mation through a connected series of varied incidents. The primary 
emotions on the part of the applicant may be at the beginning hope 
or despair, and elation or disappointment at the close. These emo- 
tions qualify the experience as a unity. But as the interview proceeds, 
secondary emotions are evolved as variations of the primary underlying 
one. It is even possible for each attitude and gesture, each sentence, 
almost every word, to produce more than a fluctuation in the in- 
tensity of the basic emotion; to produce, that is, a change of shade 
and tint in its quality. ‘The employer sees by means of his own emo- 
tional reactions the character of the one applying. He projects him 
imaginatively into the work to be done and judges his fitness by the 
way in which the elements of the scene assemble and either clash or 
fit together. The presence and behavior of the applicant either har- 
monize with his own attitudes and desires or they conflict and jar. 
Such factors as these, inherently esthetic in quality, are the forces that 
carry the varied elements of the interview to a decisive issue. They 
enter into the settlement of every situation, whatever its dominant 
nature, in which there are uncertainty and suspense. 
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Chapter IV 
THE ACT OF EXPRESSION 


. . . It is this double change which converts an activity into an act 
of expression. Things in the environment that would otherwise be 
mere smooth channels or else blind obstructions become means, 
media. At the same time, things retained from past experience that 
would grow stale from routine or inert from lack of use, become 
coefhcients in new adventures and put on a raiment of fresh mean- 
ing. Here are all the elements needed to define expression. The 
definition will gain force if the traits mentioned are made explicit by 
contrast with alternative situations. Not all outgoing activity is of the 
nature of expression. At one extreme, there are storms of passion that 
break through barriers and that sweep away whatever intervenes be- 
tween a person and something he would destroy. There is activity, 
but not, from the standpoint of the one acting, expression. An on- 
looker may say “What a magnificent expression of rage!’’ But the en- 
raged being is only raging, quite a different matter from expressing 
rage. Or, again, some spectator may say “How that man is expressing 
his own dominant character in what he is doing or saying.” But the 
last thing the man in question is thinking of is to express his char- 
acter; he is only giving way to a fit of passion. Again the cry or smile 
of an infant may be expressive to mother or nurse and yet not be an 
act of expression of the baby. To the onlooker it is an expression be- 
cause it tells something about the state of the child. But the child is 
only engaged in doing something directly, no more expressive from 
his standpoint than is breathing or sneezing—activities that are also 
expressive to the observer of the infant’s condition. 

Generalization of such instances will protect us from the error— 
which has unfortunately invaded esthetic theory—of supposing that 
the mere giving way to an impulsion, native or habitual, constitutes 
expression. Such an act is expressive not in itself but only in reflective 
interpretation on the part of some observer—as the nurse may inter- 
pret a sneeze as the sign of an impending cold. As far as the act it- 
self is concerned, it is, if purely impulsive, just a boiling over. While 
there is no expression, unless there is urge from within outwards, the 
welling up must be clarified and ordered by taking into itself the 
values of prior experiences before it can be an act of expression. And 
these values are not called into play save through objects of the en- 
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vironment that offer resistance to the direct discharge of emotion and 
impulse. Emotional discharge is a necessary but not a sufficient con- 
dition of expression. 

There is no expression without excitement, without turmoil. Yet an 
imner agitation that is discharged at once in a laugh or cry, passes 
away with its utterance. To discharge is to get rid of, to dismiss; to ex- 
press is to stay by, to carry forward in development, to work out to 
completion. A gush of tears may bring relief, a spasm of destruction 
may give outlet to inward rage. But where there is no administration 
of objective conditions, no shaping of materials in the interest of em- 
bodying the excitement, there is no expression. What is sometimes 
called an act of self-expression might better be termed one of self- 
exposure; it discloses character—or lack of character—to others. In 
itself, it is only a spewing forth. 

The transition from an act that is expressive from the standpoint of 
an outside observer to one intrinsically expressive is readily illustrated 
by a simple case. At first a baby weeps, just as it turns its head to 
follow light; there is an inner urge but nothing to express. As the in- 
fant matures, he leams that particular acts effect different conse- 
quences, that, for example, he gets attention if he cries, and that 
smiling induces another definite response from those about him. He 
thus begins to be aware of the meaning of what he does. As he grasps 
the meaning of an act at first performed from sheer internal pressure, 
he becomes capable of acts of true expression. The transformation of 
sounds, babblings, lalling, and so forth, into language is a perfect 
illustration of the way in which acts of expression are brought into 
existence and also of the difference between them and mere acts of 
discharge. 

There is suggested, if not exactly exemplified, in such cases the 
connection of expression with art. The child who has learned the 
effect his once spontaneous act has upon those around him performs 
“on purpose” an act that was blind. He begins to manage and order 
his activities in reference to their consequences. The consequences 
undergone because of doing are incorporated as the meaning of 
subsequent doings because the relation between doing and undergo- 
ing is perceived. The child may now cry for a purpose, because he 
wants attention or relief, He may begin to bestow his smiles as in- 
ducements or as favors. There is now art in incipiency. An activity 
that was “‘natural”—spontaneous and unintended—is transformed be- 
cause it is undertaken as a means to a consciously entertained conse- 
quence. Such transformation marks every deed of art. The result of 
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the transformation may be artful rather than esthetic. The fawning 
smile and conventional smirk of greeting are artifices. But the gen- 
uinely gracious act of welcome contains also a change of an attitude 
‘that was once a blind and “natural” manifestation of impulsion into 
an act of art, something performed in view of its place or relation im 
the processes of intimate human intercourse. 

The difference between the artificial, the artful, and the artistic lies 
on the surface. In the former there is a split between what is overtly 
done and what is intended. The appearance is one of cordiality, the 
intent is that of gaining favor. Wherever this split between what is 
done and its purpose exists, there is insincerity, a trick, a simulation 
of an act that intrinsically has another effect. When the natural and 
the cultivated blend in one, acts of social intercourse are works of art. 
The animating impulsion of genial friendship and the deed per- 
formed completely coincide without intrusion of ulterior purpose. 
Awkwardness may prevent adequacy of expression. But the skillful 
counterfeit, however skilled, goes through the form of expression; it 
does not have the form of friendship and abide in it. The substance 
of friendship is untouched. 

An act of discharge or mere exhibition lacks a medium. Instinctive 
crying and smiling no more require a medium than do sneezing 
and winking. They occur through some channel, but the means of 
outlet are not used as immanent means of an end. The act that ex- 
presses welcome uses the smile, the outreached hand, the lighting up 
of the face as media, not consciously but because they have become 
organic means of communicating delight upon meeting a valued 
friend. Acts that were primitively spontaneous are converted into 
means that make human intercourse more rich and gracious—just as 
a painter converts pigment into means of expressing an imaginative 
experience. Dance and sport are activities in which acts once per- 
formed spontaneously in separation are assembled and converted 
from raw, crude material into works of expressive art. Only where 
material is employed as media is there expresssion and art. Savage 
taboos that look to the outsider like mere prohibitions and inhibi- 
tions externally imposed may be to those who experience them media 
of expressing social status, dignity, and honor. Everything depends 
upon the way in which material is used when it operates as medium. 

The connection between a medium and the act of expression 1s in- 
trinsic. An act of expression always employs natural material, though 
it may be natural in the sense of habitual as well as in that of primitive 
or native. It becomes a medium when it is employed in view of its 
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place and rdle, in its relations, an inclusive situation—as tones become 
music when ordered in a melody. The same tones might be uttered 
in connection with an attitude of joy, surprise, or sadness, and be 
natural outlets of particular feelings. They are expressive of one of 
these emotions when other tones are the medium in which one of 
them occurs. 

Etymologically, an act of expression is a squeezing out, a pressing 
forth. Juice is expressed when grapes are crushed in the wine press; 
to use a more prosaic comparison, lard and oil are rendered when cer- 
tain fats are subjected to heat and pressure. Nothing is pressed forth 
except from original raw or natura] material. But it is equally true 
that the mere issuing forth or discharge of raw material is not expres- 
sion. Through interaction with something external to it, the wine 
press, or the treading foot of man, juice results. Skin and seeds are 
separated and retained; only when the apparatus is defective are they 
discharged. Even in the most mechanical modes of expression there is 
interaction and a consequent transformation of the primitive material 
which stands as raw material for a product of art, in relation to 
what is actually pressed out. It takes the wine press as well as grapes 
to ex-press juice, and it takes environing and resisting objects as well 
as internal emotion and impulsion to constitute an expression of 
emotion. 

Speaking of the production of poetry, Samuel Alexander re- 
marked that “the artist’s work proceeds not from a finished imagina- 
tive experience to which the work of art corresponds, but from pas- 
sionate excitement about the subject matter. . . . The poet’s poem is 
wrung from him by the subject which excites him.” The passage is a 
text upon which we may hang four comments. One of these com- 
ments may pass for the present as a reénforcement of a point made 
im previous chapters. The real work of art is the building up of an in- 
tegral experience out of the interaction of organic and environmental 
conditions and energies. Nearer to our present theme is the second 
point: The thing expressed is wrung from the producer by the pres- 
sure exercised by objective things upon the natural impulses and ten- 
dencies—so far is expression from being the direct and immaculate 
issue of the latter. The third point follows. The act of expression that 
constitutes a work of art is a construction in time, not an instantane- 
ous emission. And this statement signifies a great deal more than 
that it takes time for the painter to transfer his imaginative concep- 
tion to canvas and for the sculptor to complete his chipping of mar- 
ble. It means that the expression of the self in and through a me- 
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dium, constituting the work of art, is itself a prolonged interaction of 
something issuing from the self with objective conditions, a process in 
which both of them acquire a form and order they did not at first 
possess. Even the Almighty took seven days to create the heaven and 
the earth, and, if the record were complete, we should also learn that 
it was only at the end of that period that he was aware of just what 
He set out to do with the raw material of chaos that confronted 
Him. Only an emasculated subjective metaphysics has transformed 
the eloquent myth of Genesis into the conception of a Creator 
creating without any unformed matter to work upon. 

The final comment is that when excitement about subject matter 
goes deep, it stirs up a store of attitudes and meanings derived from 
prior experience. As they are aroused into activity they become con- 
scious thoughts and emotions, emotionalized images. To be set on 
fire by a thought or scene is to be inspired. What is kindled must 
either burn itself out, turning to ashes, or must press itself out in 
material that changes the latter from crude metal into a refined 
product. Many a person is unhappy, tortured within, because he has 
at command no art of expressive action. What under happier condi- 
tions might be used to convert objective material into material of an 
intense and clear experience, seethes within in unruly turmoil which 
finally dies down after, perhaps, a painful inner disruption. 

Materials undergoing combustion because of intimate contacts 
and mutually exercised resistances constitute inspiration. On the side 
of the self, elements that issue from prior experience are stirred into 
action in fresh desires, impulsions and images. These proceed from 
the subconscious, not cold or in shapes that are identified with par- 
ticulars of the past, not in chunks and lumps, but fused in the fire 
of internal commotion. They do not seem to come from the self, be- 
cause they issue from a self not consciously known. Hence, by a just 
myth, the inspiration is attributed to a god, or to the muse. The in- 
spiration, however, is initial. In itself, at the outset, it is still inchoate. 
Inflamed inner material must find objective fuel upon which to feed. 
Through the interaction of the fuel with material already afire the 
refined and formed product comes into existence. The act of expres- 
sion is not something which supervenes upon an inspiration already 
complete. It is the carrying forward to completion of an inspiration 
by means of the objective material of perception and imagery." 


1In his interesting ‘““The Theory of Poetry,” Mr. Lascelles Abercrombie wavers 
between two views of inspiration. One of them takes what seems to me the correct 
interpretation. In the poem, an inspiration “completely and exquisitely defines 
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An impulsion cannot lead to expression save when it is thrown into 
commotion, turmoil. Unless there is com-pression nothing is ex- 
pressed. ‘The turmoil marks the place where inner impulse and con- 
tact with environment, in fact or in idea, meet and create a ferment. 
The war dance and the harvest dance of the savage do not issue 
from within except there be an impending hostile raid or crops that 
are to be gathered. To generate the indispensable excitement there 
must be something at stake, something momentous and uncertain— 
like the outcome of a battle or the prospects of a harvest. A sure 
thing does not arouse us emotionally. Hence it is not mere excite- 
ment that 1s expressed but excitement-about-something; hence, also, 
it is that even mere excitement, short of complete panic, will utilize 
channels of action that have been worn by prior activities that 
dealt with objects. Thus, like the movements of an actor who goes 
through his part automatically, it stimulates expression. Even an un- 
defined uneasiness seeks outlet in song or pantomime, striving to be- 
come articulate. 

Erroneous views of the nature of the act of expression almost all 
have their source in the notion that an emotion is complete in itself 
within, only when uttered having impact upon external material. But, 
in fact, an emotion is to or from or about something objective, 
whether in fact or in idea. An emotion is implicated in a situation, 
the issue of which is in suspense and in which the self that is moved in 
the emotion is vitally concerned. Situations are depressing, threaten- 
ing, intolerable, triumphant. Joy in the victory won by a group with 
which a person is identified is not something internally complete, nor 
is sorrow upon the death of a friend anything that can be understood 
save as an interpenetration of self with objective conditions. 

This latter fact is especially important in connection with the in- 
dividualization of works of art. The notion that expression is a direct 
emission of an emotion complete in itself entails logically that in- 
dividualization is specious and external. For, according to it, fear is 
fear, elation is elation, love is love, each being generic, and internally 
differentiated only by differences of intensity. Were this idea cor- 
rect, works of art would necessarily fall within certain types. ‘This 


itself.”” At other times, he says the inspiration is the poem; “something self- 
contained and self-sufficient, a complete and entire whole.” He says that ‘‘each 
inspiration is something which did not and could not originally exist as words.” 
Doubtless such is the case; not even a trigonometric function exists merely as 
words. But if it is already self-sufficient and self-contained, why does it seek and 
find words as a medium of expression? 


610/ Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


view has infected criticism but not so as to assist understanding of 
concrete works of art. Save nominally, there is no such thing as the 
emotion of fear, hate, love. The unique, unduplicated character of 
experienced events and situations impregnates the emotion that is 
evoked. Were it the function of speech to reproduce that to which it 
refers, we could never speak of fear, but only of fear-of-this-particular- 
oncoming-automobile, with all its specifications of time and place, or 
fear-under-specified-circumstances-of-drawing-a-wrong-conclusion from 
just-such-and-such-data. A lifetime would be too short to reproduce 
in words a single emotion. In reality, however, poet and novelist have 
an immense advantage over even an expert psychologist in dealing 
with an emotion. For the former build up a concrete situation and 
permit it to evoke emotional response. Instead of a description of an 
emotion in intellectual and symbolic terms, the artist “does the deed 
that breeds” the emotion. 

That art is selective is a fact universally recognized. It is so because 
of the rdle of emotion in the act of expression. Any predominant 
mood automatically excludes all that is uncongenial with it. An emo- 
tion is more effective than any deliberate challenging sentinel could 
be. It reaches out tentacles for that which is cognate, for things which 
feed it and carry it to completion. Only when emotion dies or is 
broken to dispersed fragments, can material to which it is alien enter 
consciousness. The selective operation of materials so powerfully ex- 
ercised by a developing emotion in a series of continued acts extracts 
matter from a multitude of objects, numerically and spatially sepa- 
tated, and condenses what is abstracted in an object that is an epitome 
of the values belonging to them all. This function creates the “univer- 
sality’” of a work of art. 

If one examines into the reason why certain works of art offend us, 
one is likely to find that the cause is that there is no personally felt 
emotion guiding the selecting and assembling of the materials pre- 
sented. We derive the impression that the artist, say the author of a 
novel, is trying to regulate by conscious intent the nature of the emo- 
tion aroused. We are irritated by a feeling that he is manipulating 
materials to secure an effect decided upon in advance. ‘The facets of 
the work, the variety-so indispensable to it, are held together by some 
external force. The movement of the parts and the conclusion dis- 
close no logical necessity. The author, not the subject matter, is the 
arbiter. 

In reading a novel, even one written by an expert craftsman, one 
may get a feeling early in the story that hero or heroine is doomed, 
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doomed not by anything inherent in situations and character but by 
the intent of the author who makes the character a puppet to set 
forth his own cherished idea. The painful feeling that results 1s re- 
sented not because it is painful but because it is foisted upon us by 
something that we feel comes from outside the movement of the 
subject matter. A work may be much more tragic and yet leave us 
with an emotion of fulfillment instead of irritation. We are reconciled 
to the conclusion because we feel it is inherent in the movement of 
the subject matter portrayed. The incident is tragic but the world in 
which such fateful things happen is not an arbitrary and imposed 
world. The emotion of the author and that aroused in us are occa- 
sioned by scenes in that world and they blend with subject matter. 
It is for similar reasons that we are repelled by the intrusion of a moral 
design in literature while we esthetically accept any amount of moral 
content if it is held together by a sincere emotion that controls the 
material. A white flame of pity or indignation may find material that 
feeds it and it may fuse everything assembled into a vital whole. 

Just because emotion is essential to that act of expression which 
produces a work of art, it is easy for inaccurate analysis to miscon- 
ceive its mode of operation and conclude that the work of art has 
emotion for its significant content. One may cry out with joy or even 
weep upon seeing a friend from whom one has been long separated. 
The outcome is not an expressive object—save to the onlooker. But if 
the emotion leads one to gather material that is affiliated to the mood 
which is aroused, a poem may result. In the direct outburst, an objec- 
tive situation is the stimulus, the cause, of the emotion. In the poem, 
objective material becomes the content and matter of the emotion, 
not just its evocative occasion. 

In the development of an expressive act, the emotion operates like 
a magnet drawing to itself appropriate material: appropriate because 
it has an experienced emotional affinity for the state of mind already 
moving. Selection and organization of material are at once a function 
and a test of the quality of the emotion experienced. In seeing a 
drama, beholding a picture, or reading a novel, we may feel that the 
parts do not hang together. Either the maker had no experience that 
was emotionally toned, or, although having at the outset a felt emo- 
tion, it was not sustained, and a succession of unrelated emotions dic- 
tated the work. In the latter case, attention wavered and shifted, and 
an assemblage of incongruous parts ensued. The sensitive observer or 
reader is aware of junctions and seams, of holes arbitrarily filled in. 
Yes, emotion must operate. But it works to effect continuity of move- 
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ment, singleness of effect amid variety. It is selective of material and 
directive of its order and arrangement. But it is not what is expressed. 
Without emotion, there may be craftsmanship, but not art; it may be 
present and be intense, but if it is directly manifested the result is also 
not art. 

There are other works that are overloaded with emotion. On the 
theory that manifestation of an emotion is its expression, there could 
be no overloading; the more intense the emotion, the more effective 
the “expression.” In fact, a person overwhelmed by an emotion is 
thereby incapacitated for expressing it. There is at least that element 
of truth in Wordsworth’s formula of “emotion recollected in tran- 
quillity.” There is, when one is mastered by an emotion, too much 
undergoing (in the language by which having an experience has 
been described) and too little active response to permit a balanced 
relationship to be struck, There is too much “nature” to allow of the 
development of art. Many of the paintings of Van Gogh, for example, 
have an intensity that arouses an answering chord. But with the in- 
tensity, there is an explosiveness due to absence of assertion of con- 
trol. In extreme cases of emotion, it works to disorder instead of 
ordering material. Insufficient emotion shows itself in a coldly “cor- 
rect” product. Excessive emotion obstructs the necessary elaboration 
and definition of parts. 

The determination of the mot juste, of the right incident in the 
right place, of exquisiteness of proportion, of the precise tone, hue, 
and shade that helps unify the whole while it defines a part, is accom- 
plished by emotion. Not every emotion, however, can do this work, 
but only one informed by material that is grasped and gathered. Emo- 
tion is informed and carried forward when it is spent indirectly in 
search for material and in giving it order, not when it is directly ex- 
pended. 
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. . . What most of us lack in order to be artists is not the inceptive 
emotion, nor yet merely technical skill in execution. It is capacity to 
work a vague idea and emotion over into terms of some definite 
medium. Were expression but a kind of decalcomania, or a conjuring 
of a rabbit out of the place where it lies hid, artistic expression would 
be a comparatively simple matter. But between conception and bring- 
ing to birth there lies a long period of gestation. During this period 
the inner material of emotion and idea is as much transformed 
through acting and being acted upon by objective material as the 
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latter undergoes modification when it becomes a medium of expres- 
sion. 

It is precisely this transformation that changes the character of the 
original emotion, altering its quality so that it becomes distinctively 
esthetic in nature. In formal definition, emotion is esthetic when it 
adheres to an object formed by an expressive act, in the sense in 
which the act of expression has been defined. 

In its beginning an emotion flies straight to its object. Love tends 
to cherish the loved object as hate tends to destroy the thing hated. 
Either emotion may be turned aside from its direct end. The emotion 
of love may seek and find material that is other than the directly loved 
one, but that is congenial and cognate through the emotion that 
draws things into afhnity. This other material may be anything as 
long as it feeds the emotion. Consult the poets, and we find that love 
finds its expression in rushing torrents, still pools, in the suspense 
that awaits a storm, a bird poised in flight, a remote star or the fickle 
moon, Nor is this material metaphorical in character, if by “meta- 
phor” is understood the result of any act of conscious comparison. De- 
liberate metaphor in poetry is the recourse of mind when emotion 
does not saturate material. Verbal expression may take the form of 
metaphor, but behind the words lies an act of emotional identifica- 
tion, not an intellectual comparison. 

In all such cases, some object emotionally akin to the direct object 
of emotion takes the place of the latter. It acts in place of a direct 
caress, of hesitating approach, of trying to carry by storm. There is 
truth in Hulme’s statement that “beauty is the marking time, the 
stationary vibration, the feigned ecstasy, of an arrested impulse unable 
to reach its natural end.” * If there is anything wrong with the state- 
ment, it is the veiled intimation that the impulsion ought to have 
reached “its natural end.” If the emotion of love between the sexes 
had not been celebrated by means of diversion into material emo- 
tionally cognate but practically irrelevant to its direct object and 
end, there is every reason to suppose it would still remain on the 
animal plane. The impulse arrested in its direct movement toward 
its physiologically normal end is not, in the case of poetry, arrested 
in an absolute sense. It is turned into indirect channels where it 
finds other material than that which is “naturally” appropriate to it, 
and as it fuses with this material it takes on new color and has new 
consequences. This is what happens when any natural impulse is 


* Speculations, p. 266. 
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idealized or spiritualized. That which elevates the embrace of lovers 
above the animal plane is just the fact that when it occurs it has 
taken into itself, as its own meaning, the consequences of these in- 
direct excursions that are imagination in action. 

Expression is the clarification of turbid emotion; our appetites 
know themselves when they are reflected in the mirror of art, and as 
they know themselves they are transfigured. Emotion that is distinc- 
tively esthetic then occurs. It is not a form of sentiment that exists 
independently from the outset. It is an emotion induced by material 
that is expressive, and because it is evoked by and attached to this 
material it consists of natural emotions that have been transformed. 
Natural objects, landscapes, for example, induce it. But they do so 
only because when they are matter of an experience they, too, have 
undergone a change similar to that which the painter or poet effects 
in converting the immediate scene into the matter of an act that ex- 
presses the value of what is seen. 

An irritated person is moved to do something. He cannot suppress 
his irritation by any direct act of will; at most he can only drive it by 
this attempt into a subterranean channel where it will work the 
more insidiously and destructively. He must act to get rid of it. But he 
can act in different ways, one direct, the other indirect, in manifesta- 
tions of his state. He cannot suppress it any more than he can destroy 
the action of electricity by a fiat of will. But he can harness one or the 
other to the accomplishment of new ends that will do away with 
the destructive force of the natura] agency. The irritable person does 
not have to take it out on neighbors or members of his family to get 
relief, He may remember that a certain amount of regulated physical 
activity is good medicine. He sets to work tidying his room, straighten- 
ing pictures that are askew, sorting papers, clearing out drawers, 
putting things in order generally. He uses his emotion, switching it into 
indirect channels prepared by prior occupations and interests. But 
since there is something in the utilization of these channels that is 
emotionally akin to the means by which his irritation would find 
direct discharge, as he puts objects in order his emotion is ordered. 

This transformation is of the very essence of the change that takes 
place in any and every natural or original emotional impulsion 
when it takes the indirect road of expression instead of the direct 
road of discharge. Irritation may be let go like an arrow directed at a 
target and produce some change in the outer world. But having an 
outer effect is something very different from ordered use of objective 
conditions in order to give objective fulfillment to the emotion. The 
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latter alone is expression and the emotion that attaches itself to, or is 
interpenetrated by, the resulting object is esthetic. If the person in 
question puts his room to rights as a matter of routine he is anesthetic. 
But if his original emotion of impatient irritation has been ordered 
and tranquillized by what he has done, the orderly room reflects back 
to him the change that has taken place in himself. He feels not that 
he has accomplished a needed chore but has done something emo- 
tionally fulfilling. His emotion as thus “objectified” is esthetic. 


Chapter V 


THE EXPRESSIVE OBJECT 


Expression, like construction, signifies both an action and its result. 
The last chapter considered it as an act. We are now concerned with 
the product, the object that is expressive, that says something to us. 
If the two meanings are separated, the object is viewed in isolation 
from the operation which produced it, and therefore apart from in- 
dividuality of vision, since the act proceeds from an individual live 
creature. Theories which seize upon “expression,” as if it denoted 
simply the object, always insist to the uttermost that the object of art 
is purely representative of other objects already in existence. They 
ignore the individual contribution which makes the object something 
new. They dwell upon its “universal” character, and upon its mean- 
ing—an ambiguous term, as we shall see. On the other hand, isola- 
tion of the act of expressing from the expressiveness possessed by the 
object leads to the notion that expression is merely a process of dis- 
charging personal emotion—the conception criticized in the last 
chapter. 

The juice expressed by the wine press is what it is because of a prior 
act, and it is something new and distinctive. It does not merely 
represent other things. Yet it has something in common with other 
objects and it is made to appeal to other persons than the one who 
produced it. A poem and picture present material passed through the 
alembic of personal experience. They have no precedents in exist- 
ence or in universal being. But, nonetheless, their material came 
from the public world and so has qualities in common with the mate- 
rial of other experiences, while the product awakens in other persons 
new perceptions of the meanings of the common world. The op- 
positions of individual and. universal, of subjective and objective, of 
freedom and order, in which philosophers have reveled, have no place 
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in the work of art. Expression as personal act and as objective result 
are organically connected with each other. 

It is not necessary, therefore, to go into these metaphysical ques- 
tions. We may approach the matter directly. What does it mean to 
say that a work of art is representative, since it must be representative 
in some sense if it is expressive? To say in general that a work of art 
is or is not representative is meaningless. For the word has many 
meanings. An affirmation of representative quality may be false m 
one sense and true in another. If literal reproduction is signified by 
“representative” then the work of art is not of that nature, for such a 
view ignores the uniqueness of the work due to the personal me- 
dium through which scenes and events have passed. Matisse said that 
the camera was a great boon to painters, since it relieved them from 
any apparent necessity of copying objects. But representation may 
also mean that the work of art tells something to those who enjoy it 
about the nature of their own experience of the world: that it presents 
the world in a new experience which they undergo. 

A similar ambiguity attends the question of meaning in a work 
of art. Words are symbols which represent objects and actions in the 
sense of standing for them; in that sense they have meaning. A sign- 
board has meaning when it says so many miles to such and such a 
place, with an arrow pointing the direction. But meaning in these 
two cases has a purely external reference; it stands for something by 
pointing to it. Meaning does not belong to the word and signboard 
of its own intrinsic right. They have meaning in the sense in which 
an algebraic formula or a cipher code has it. But there are other 
meanings that present themselves directly as possessions of objects 
which are experienced. Here there is no need for a code or conven- 
tion of interpretation; the meaning is as inherent in immediate ex- 
perience as is that of a flower garden. Denial of meaning to a work of 
art thus has two radically different significations. It may signify that 
a work of art has not the kind of meaning that belongs to signs and 
symbols in mathematics—a contention that is just. Or it may signify 
that the work of art is without meaning as nonsense is without it. The 
work of art certainly does not have that which is had by flags when 
used to signal another ship. But it does have that possessed by flags 
when they are used to decorate the deck of a ship for a dance. 

Since there are presumably none who intend to assert that works of 
art are without meaning in the sense of being senseless, it might 
seem as if they simply intended to exclude external meaning, mean- 
ing that resides outside the work of art itself. Unfortunately, how- 
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ever, the case is not so simple. The denial of meaning to art usually 
rests upon the assumption that the kind of value (and meaning) that 
a work of art possesses is so unique that it is without community 
or connection with the contents of other modes of experience than 
the esthetic. It is, in short, another way of upholding what I have 
called the esoteric idea of fine art. The conception implied in the 
treatment of esthetic experience set forth in the previous chapters is, 
indeed, that the work of art has a unique quality, but that it is that of 
clarifying and concentrating meanings contained in scattered and 
weakened ways in the material of other experiences. 

The problem in hand may be approached by drawing a distinction 
between expression and statement. Science states meanings; art ex- 
presses them. It is possible that this remark will itself illustrate the 
difference I have in mind better than will any amount of explanatory 
comment. Yet I venture upon some degree of amplification. The in- 
stance of a signboard may help. It directs one’s course to a place, 
say a city. It does not in any way supply experience of that city even 
in a vicarious way. What it does do is to set forth some of the condi- 
tions that must be fulfilled in order to procure that experience. 
What holds in this instance may be generalized. Statement sets forth 
the conditions under which an experience of an object or situation 
mav be had. It is a good, that is, effective, statement in the degree in 
which these conditions are stated in such a way that they can be 
used as directions by which one may arrive at the experience. It is a 
bad statement, confused and false, if it sets forth these conditions in 
such a way that when they are used as directions, they mislead or 
take one to the object in a wasteful way. 

“Science” signifies just that mode of statement that is most helpful 
as direction. To take the old standard case—which science today 
seems bent upon modifying—the statement that water is H,O is 
primarily a statement of the conditions under which water comes into 
existence. But it is also for those who understand it a direction for 
producing pure water and for testing anything that is likely to be 
taken for water. It is a “better” statement than popular and pre- 
scientific ones just because in stating the conditions for the exist- 
ence of water comprehensively and exactly, it sets them forth in a 
way that gives direction concerning generation of water. Such, how- 
ever, is the newness of scientific statement and its present prestige 
(due ultimately to its directive efficacy) that scientific statement is 
often thought to possess more than a signboard function and to dis- 
close or be “expressive” of the inner nature of things. If it did, it 
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would come into competition with art, and we should have to take 
sides and decide which of the two promulgates the more genuine rev- 
elation. 

The poetic as distinct from the prosaic, esthetic art as distinct from 
scientific, expression as distinct from statement, does something dit- 
ferent from leading to an experience. It constitutes one. A traveler 
who follows the statement or direction of a signboard finds himself 
in the city that has been pointed towards. He then may have in his 
own experience some of the meaning which the city possesses. We 
may have it to such an extent that the city has expressed itself to him 
—as Tintern Abbey expressed itself to Wordsworth in and through 
his poem. The city might, indeed, be trying to express itself in a cele- 
bration attended with pageantry and all other resources that would 
render its history and spirit perceptible. Then there is, if the visitor 
has himself the experience that permits him to participate, an expres- 
sive object, as different from the statements of a gazetteer, however 
full and correct they might be, as Wordsworth’s poem is different 
from the account of Tintern Abbey given by an antiquarian. The 
poem, or painting, does not operate in the dimension of correct 
descriptive statement but in that of experience itself. Poetry and 
prose, literal photograph and painting, operate in different*media to 
distinct ends. Prose is set forth in propositions. The logic of poetry is 
super-propositional even when it uses what are, grammatically speak- 
ing, propositions. The latter have intent; art is an immediate realiza- 
tion of intent. 

Van Gogh’s letters to his brother are filled with accounts of things 
he has observed and many of which he painted. I cite one of many 
instances. “I have a view of the Rhone—the iron bridge at Trin- 
quetaille, in which sky and river are the color of absinthe, the quays 
a shade of lilac, the figures leaning on the parapet, blackish, the iron 
bridge an intense blue, with a note of vivid orange in the background, 
and a note of intense malachite.” Here is statement of a sort calcu- 
lated to lead his brother to a like “view.” But who, from the words 
alone—‘I am trying to get something utterly heart-broken”—could 
infer the transition that Vincent himself makes to the particular ex- 
pressiveness he desired to achieve in his picture? These words taken 
by themselves are not the expression; they only hint at it. The expres- 
siveness, the esthetic meaning, is the picture itself. But the difference 
between the description of the scene and what he was striving for 
may remind us of the difference between statement and expression. 
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Chapter VI 


SUBSTANCE AND FORM 


. . . The fact that form and matter are connected in a work of art 
does not mean they are identical. It signifies that in the work of art 
they do not offer themselves as two distinct things: the work is formed 
matter. But they are legitimately distinguished when reflection sets in, 
as it does in criticism and in theory. We are then compelled to inquire 
as to the formal structure of the work, and in order to carry on this in- 
quiry intelligently, we must have a conception of what form is gener- 
ically. We may get a key to this idea by starting from the fact that one 
idiomatic use of the word makes it equivalent with shape or figure. 
Especially in connection with pictures is form frequently identified 
simply with the patterns defined by linear outlines of shapes. Now 
shape is only an element in esthetic form; it does not constitute it. In 
ordinary perception we recognize and identify things by their shapes; 
even words and sentences have shapes, when heard as well as when 
seen. Consider how a misplaced accent disturbs recognition more 
than does any other kind of mispronunciation. 

For shape in relation to recognition is not limited to geometric or 
spatial properties. The latter play a part only as they are subordinated 
to adaptation to an end. Shapes that are not in our minds associated 
with any function are hard to grasp and retain. The shapes of spoons, 
knives, forks, household articles, pieces of furniture, are means of 
identification because of their association with purpose. Up to a cer- 
tain point, then, shape is allied with form in its artistic sense. In both 
there is organization of constituent parts. In some sense the typical 
shape of even a utensil and tool indicates that the meaning of the 
whole has entered into the parts to qualify them. This is the fact that 
has led some theorists, like Herbert Spencer, to identify the source of 
“beauty” with efficient and economical adaptation of parts to the 
function of a whole. In some cases fitness is indeed so exquisite as to 
constitute visible grace independent of the thought of anv utility. But 
this special case indicates the way in which shape and forin differ gen- 
erically. For there is more to grace than just lack of clumsiness, in the 
sense in which “clumsy” means inefhciency of adaptation to an end. 
In shape as such adaptation is intrinsically limited to a particular end 
—like that of a spoon for carrying liquids to the mouth. The spoon 
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that in addition has that esthetic form called grace bears no such lim1- 
tation. 

A good deal of intellectual effort has been expended in trying to 
identify efficiency for a particular end with “beauty” or esthetic qual- 
ity. But these attempts are bound to fail, fortunate as it is that in 
some cases the two coincide and humanly desirable as it is that they 
should always meet. For adaptation to a particular end is often (al- 
ways in the case of complicated affairs) something perceived by 
thought, while esthetic effect is found directly in sense-perception. A 
chair may serve the purpose of affording a comfortable and hygien- 
ically efficient seat, without serving at the same time the needs of 
the eye. If, on the contrary, it blocks rather than promotes the réle of 
vision in an experience, it will be ugly no matter how well adapted 
to use as a seat. There is no preéstablished harmony that guarantees 
that what satisfies the need of one set of organs will fulfill that of 
all the other structures and needs that have a part in the experience, 
so as to bring it to completion as a complex of all elements. All we 
can sav is that in the absence of disturbing contexts, such as produc- 
tion of objects for a maximum of private profit, a balance tends to be 
struck so that objects will be satisfactory—‘‘useful” in the strict sense 
—to the self as a whole, even though some specific eficiency be sacri- 
ficed in the process. In so far there is a tendency for dynamic shape 
(as distinguished from bare geometric figure) to blend with artistic 
form. 

Early in the history of philosophic thought the value of shape in 
making possible the definition and classification of objects was noted 
and was seized upon as a basis for a metaphysical theory of the na- 
ture of forms. The empirical fact of the relationship, effected by ar- 
rangement of parts to a definite end and use—like that of spoon or 
table or cup—was wholly neglected and even repudiated. Form was 
treated as something intrinsic, as the very essence of a thing in virtue 
of the metaphysical structure of the universe. It is easy to follow the 
course of reasoning that led to this result provided the relation of 
shape to use is once ignored. It is by form—in the sense of adapted 
shape—that we both identify and distinguish things in perception: 
chairs from tables, a maple from an oak. Since we note—or “know” 
them—in this way, and, since knowledge was believed to be a revela- 
tion of the true nature of things, it was concluded that things are 
what they are in virtue of having, intrinsically, certain forms. 

Moreover, since things are rendered knowable by these forms, it 
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was concluded that form is the rational, the intelligible, element in 
the objects and events of the world. Then it was set over against 
“matter,” the latter being the irrational, the inherently chaotic and 
fluctuating, stuff upon which form was impressed. It was as eternal 
as the latter was shifting. This metaphysical distinction of matter and 
form was embodied in the philosophy that ruled European thought for 
centuries. Because of this fact it still affects the esthetic philosophy 
of form in relation to matter. It is the source of the bias in favor of 
their separation, especially when that takes the shape of assuming 
that form has a dignity and stability lacking to matter. Indeed, were 
it not for this background of tradition, it may be doubted whether it 
would occur to any one that there is a problem in their relation, so 
clear would it be that the only distinction important in art is that 
between matter inadequately formed and material completely and 
coherently formed. 

Objects of industrial arts have form—that adapted to their special 
uses. These objects take on esthetic form, whether they are rugs, urns, 
or baskets, when the material is so arranged and adapted that it 
serves immediately the enrichment of the immediate experience of the 
one whose attentive perception is directed to it. No materia] can be 
adapted to an end, be it that of use as spoon or carpet, until raw ma- 
terial has undergone a change that shapes the parts and that arranges 
these parts with reference to one another with a view to the purpose 
of the whole. Hence the object has form in a definitive sense. When 
this form is liberated from limitation to a specialized end and serves 
also the purposes of an immediate and vital experience, the form is es- 
thetic and not merely useful. 

It is significant that the word “design” has a double meaning. It 
signifies purpose and it signifies arrangement, mode of composi- 
tion. The design of a house is the plan upon which it is constructed 
to serve the purposes of those who live in it. The design of a painting 
or novel is the arrangement of its elements by means of which it be- 
comes an expressive unity in direct perception. In both cases, there is 
an ordered relation of many constituent elements. The characteristic 
of artistic design is the intimacy of the relations that hold the parts 
together. In a house we have rooms and their arrangement with re- 
spect to one another. In the work of art, the relations cannot be told 
apart from what they relate except in later reflection. A work of art is 
poor in the degree in which they exist in separation, as in a novel 
wherein plot—the design—is felt to be superimposed upon incidents 
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and characters instead of being their dynamic relations to one an- 
other. To understand the design of a complicated piece of machin- 
ery we have to know the purpose the machine is intended to serve, 
and how the various parts fit in to the accomplishment of that pur- 
pose. Design is, as it were, superimposed upon materials that do not 
actually share in it, as privates engage in a battle while they have only 
a passive share in the general’s “design” for the battle. 

Only when the constituent parts of a whole have the unique end 
of contributing to the consummation of a conscious experience, do 
design and shape lose superimposed character and become form. 
They cannot do this so long as they serve a specialized purpose; while 
they can serve the inclusive purpose of having an experience only 
when they do not stand out by themselves but are fused with all other 
properties of the work of art. In dealing with the significance of form 
in painting, Dr. Barnes has brought out the necessity for this com- 
pleteness of blending, the interpenetration of “shape” and pattern 
with color, space, and light. Form is, as he says, “the synthesis or fu- 
sion of all plastic means . . . their harmonious merging.” On the 
other hand, pattern in its limited sense, or plan and design, 
merely the skeleton upon which plastic units . . . are engrafted.” ? 

This interfusion of all properties of the medium is necessary if the 
object in question is to serve the whole creature in his unified vitality. 
It therefore defines the nature of form in all the arts. With respect to 
a specialized utility, we can characterize design as being related to this 
and that end. One chair has a design fitted to give comfort; another, 
to hygiene; a third, to regal splendor. Only when all means are dif- 
fused through one another does the whole suffuse the parts so as to 
constitute an experience that is unified through inclusion instead of 
by exclusion. This fact confirms the position of the previous chapter 
as regards the union of qualities of direct sensuous vividness with 
other expressive qualities. As long as “meaning” is a matter of associ- 
ation and suggestion, it falls apart from the qualities of the sensuous 
medium and form is disturbed. Sense qualities are the carriers of 
meanings, not as vehicles carry goods but as a mother carries a baby 
when the baby is part of her own organism. Works of art, like words, 
are literally pregnant with meaning. Meanings, having their source in 
past experience, are means by which the particular organization that 
marks a given picture is effected. They are not added on by “associa- 
tion” but are either, and equally, the soul of which colors are the 


1 “The Art in Painting,” pp. 85 and 87. Chapter I of Book II should be consulted. 
Form in the sense defined is, as is shown there, ‘‘the criterion of value.” 
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body or the body of which colors are the soul—according as we 
happen to be concerned with the picture. 


Chapter VII 


THE NATURAL HISTORY OF FORM 


. . . In a word, form is not found exclusively in objects labeled 
works of art. Wherever perception has not been blunted and per- 
verted, there is an inevitable tendency to arrange events and objects 
with reference to the demands of complete and unified perception. 
Form is a character of every experience that is an experience. Art in 
its specific sense enacts more deliberately and fully the conditions 
that effect this unity. Form may then be defined as the operation of 
forces that carry the experience of an event, object, scene, and situa- 
tion to its own integral fulfillment. The connection of form with sub- 
stance is thus inherent, not imposed from without. It marks the matter 
of an experience that is carried to consummation. If the matter is of a 
jolly sort, the form that would be fitting to pathetic matter is impos- 
sible. If expressed in a poem, then meter, rate of movement, words 
chosen, the whole structure, will be different, and in a picture so will 
the whole scheme of color and volume relationships. In comedy, a 
man at work laying bricks while dressed in evening clothes is appro- 
priate; the form fits the matter. The same subject-matter would bring 
the movement of another experience to disaster. 

The problem of discovering the nature of form is thus identical 
with that of discovering the means by which are effected the carrying 
forward of an experience to fulfillment. When we know these means, 
we know what form is. While it is true that every matter has its own 
form, or is intimately individual, yet there are general conditions in- 
volved in the orderly development of any subject-matter to its com- 
pletion, since only when these conditions are met does a unified per- 
ception take place. 

Some of the conditions of form have been mentioned in passing. 
There can be no movement toward a consummating close unless 
there is a progressive massing of values, a cumulative effect. This re- 
sult cannot exist without conservation of the import of what has 
gone before. Moreover, to secure the needed continuity, the accumu- 
lated experience must be such as to create suspense and anticipation 
of resolution. Accumulation is at the same time preparation, as with 
each phase of the growth of a living embryo. Only that is carried on 
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which is led up to; otherwise there is arrest and a break. For this rea- 
son consummation is relative; instead of occurring once for all at a 
given point, it is recurrent. The final end is anticipated by rhythmic 
pauses, while that end is final only in an external way. For as we turn 
from reading a poem or novel or seeing a picture the effect presses 
forward in further experiences, even if only subconsciously. 

Such characteristics as continuity, cumulation, conservation, ten- 
sion and anticipation are thus formal conditions of esthetic form. The 
factor of resistance is worth especial notice at this pomt. Without in- 
ternal tension there would be a fluid rush to a straightaway mark; 
there would be nothing that could be called development and fulfill- 
ment. The existence of resistance defines the place of intelligence in 
the production of an object of fine art. The difficulties to be over- 
come in bringing about the proper reciprocal adaptation of parts 
constitute what in intellectual work are problems. As in activity deal- 
ing with predominatingly intellectual matters, the material that con- 
stitutes a problem has to be converted into a means for its solution. 
It cannot be sidestepped. But in art the resistance encountered enters 
into the work in a more immediate way than in science. The perceiver 
as well as artist has to perceive, meet, and overcome problems, other- 
wise, appreciation is transient and overweighted with sentiment. For, 
in order to perceive esthetically, he must remake his past experiences 
so that they can enter integrally into a new pattern. He cannot dismiss 
his past experiences nor can he dwell among them as they have been 
in the past. 

A rigid predetermination of an end-product whether by artist or 
beholder leads to the turning out of a mechanical or academic prod- 
uct. The processes by which the final object and perception are reached 
are not, in such cases, means that move forward in the construction of 
a consummating experience. The latter is rather of the nature of a sten- 
cil, even though the copy from which the stencil is made exists in 
mind and not as a physical thing. A statement that an artist does not 
care how his work eventuates would not be literally true. But it is true 
that he cares about the end-result as a completion of what goes before 
and not because of its conformity or lack of conformity with a ready- 
made antecedent scheme. He is willing to leave the outcome to the 
adequacy of the means from which it issues and which it sums up. 
Like the scientific inquirer, he permits the subject-matter of his per- 
ception in connection with the problems it presents to determine the 
issue, instead of insisting upon its agreement with a conclusion de- 
cided upon in advance. 
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The consummatory phase of experience—which is intervening as 
well as final—always presents something new. Admiration alwavs in- 
cludes an element of wonder. As a Renascence writer said: “There is 
no excellent beauty that hath not some strangeness in the propor- 
tion.” The unexpected turn, something which the artist himself does 
not definitely foresee, is a condition of the felicitous quality of a work 
of art; it saves it from being mechanical. It gives the spontaneity of 
the unpremeditated to what would otherwise be a fruit of calculation. 
The painter and poet like the scientific inquirer know the delights of 
discovery. Those who carry on their work as a demonstration of a 
preconceived thesis may have the joys of egotistic success but not that 
of fulfillment of an experience for its own sake. In the latter they 
learn bv their work, as they proceed, to see and feel what had not 
been part of their original plan and purpose. 

The consummatory phase is recurrent throughout a work of art, 
and in the experience of a great work of art the points of its incidence 
shift in successive observations of it. This fact sets the insuperable 
barrier between mechanical production and use and esthetic crea- 
tion and perception. In the former there are no ends until the final 
end is reached. Then work tends to be labor and production to be 
drudgery. But there is no final term in appreciation of a work of art. 
It carries on and is, therefore, instrumental as well as final. Those 
who deny this fact confine the significance of “instrumental” to the 
process of contributing to some narrow, if not base, office of efficacy. 
When the fact is not given a name, they acknowledge it. Santayana 
speaks of being “carried by contemplation of nature to a vivid faith 
in the ideal.” This statement applies to art as to nature, and it indi- 
cates an instrumental function exercised by a work of art. We are car- 
ried to a refreshed attitude toward the circumstances and exigencies 
of ordinary experience. ‘The work, in the sense of working, of an ob- 
ject of art does not cease when the direct act of perception stops. It 
continues to operate in indirect channels. Indeed, persons who draw 
back at the mention of “instrumental” in connection with art often 
glorify art for precisely the enduring serenity, refreshment, or re- 
education of vision that are induced by it. The real trouble is verbal. 
Such persons are accustomed to associate the word with instrumentali- 
ties for narrow ends—as an umbrella is instrumental to protection 
from rain or a mowing machine to cutting grain. 

Some features, that at first sight seem extraneous, belong in fact to 
expressiveness. For they further the development of an experience so 
as to give the satisfaction peculiar to striking fulfillment. This is true, 


626/ Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


for example, of evidence of unusual skill and of economy in use of 
means, when these traits are integrated with the actual work. Skill is 
then admired not as part of the external equipment of the artist, but 
as an enhanced expression belonging to the object. For it facilitates the 
carrying on a continuous process to its own precise and definite con- 
clusion. It belongs to the product and not merely to the producer, 
because it is a constituent of form; just as the grace of a greyhound 
marks the movements he performs rather than is a trait possessed by 
the animal as something outside the movements. 

Costliness is, also, as Santayana has pointed out, an element in ex- 
pression, a costliness that has nothing in common with vulgar display 
of purchasing power. Rarity counts to intensify expression whether 
the rarity is that of infrequent occurrence of patient labor, or because 
it has the glamor of a distant clime and initiates us into hardly known 
modes of living. Such instances of costliness are part of form because 
they operate as do all factors of the new and unexpected in promoting 
the building up of a unique experience. The familiar may also have 
this effect. There are others beside Charles Lamb who are peculiarly 
sensitive to the charm of the domestic. But they celebrate the familiar 
instead of reproducing its forms in waxy puppets. The old takes on a 
new guise in which the sense of the familiar is rescued from the ob- 
livion that custom usually effects. Elegance is also a part of form for it 
marks a work whenever subject-matter moves to its conclusion with 
inevitable logic. 

Some of the traits mentioned are more often referred to technique 
than to form. The attribution is correct whenever the qualities in 
question are referred to the artist rather than to his work. There is a 
technique that obtrudes, like the flourishes of a writing master. If skill 
and economy suggest their author, they take us away from the work it- 
self. The traits of the work which suggest the skill of its producer are 
then in the work but they are not of it. And the reason they are not 
of it is precisely the negative side of the point which I am emphasiz- 
ing. They do not take us anywhere in the institution of unified de- 
veloping experience; they do not act as inherent forces to carry the 
object of which they are a professed part to consummation. Such 
traits are like any other superfluous or excrescent element. ‘Technique 
is neither identical with form nor yet wholly independent of it. It is, 
properly, the skill with which the elements constituting form are man- 
aged. Otherwise it is show-off or a virtuosity separated from expres- 
sion. 

Significant advances in technique occur, therefore, in connection 
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with efforts to solve problems that are not technical but that grow out 
of the need for new modes of experience. This statement is as true of 
esthetic arts as of the technological. There are improvements in tech- 
nique that have to do merely with the bettering of an old-style vehi- 
cle. But they are insignificant in comparison with the change in tech- 
nique from the wagon to the automobile when social needs called for 
a rapid transportation under personal control that was not possible 
even with the railway locomotive. If we take developments in the ma- 
jor techniques of painting during and since the Renascence we find 
that they were connected with efforts to solve problems that grew out 
of the experience expressed in painting and not out of the craftsman- 
ship of painting itself. 

There was first the problem of transition from depiction of con- 
tours in flat-like mosaics to “three-dimensional” presentations. Until 
experience expanded to demand expression of something more than 
decorative renderings of religious themes determined by ecclesiastic 
fiat there was nothing to motivate this change. In its own place, the 
convention of “flat” painting is just as good as any other convention, 
as Chinese rendering of perspective is as perfect in one way as that of 
Western painting in another. The force that brought about the 
change in technique was the growth of naturalism im experience out- 
side of art. Something of the same sort applies to the next great 
change, mastery of means for rendering aérial perspective and light. 
The third great technical change was the use by the Venetians of 
color to effect what other schools, especially the Florentine, had ac- 
complished by means of the sculpturesque line—a change indicative 
of a vast secularization of values with its demand for the glorification 
of the sumptuous and suave in experience. 

I am not concerned, however, with the history of an art, but with 
indicating how technique functions in respect to expressive form. The 
dependence of significant technique upon the need for expressing 
certain distinctive modes of experience is testified to by the three 
stages that usually attend the appearance of a new technique. At 
first there is experimentation on the side of artists, with considerable 
exaggeration of the factor to which the new technique is adapted. 
This was true of the use of line to define recognition of the value of 
the round, as with Mantegna; it is true of the typical impressionists in 
respect to light-effects. On the side of the public there is general con- 
demnation of the intent and subject-matter of these adventures in 
art. In the next stage, the fruits of the new procedure are absorbed; 
they are naturalized and effect certain modifications of the old tradi- 
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tion. This period establishes the new aims and hence the new tech- 
nique as having “classic” validity, and is accompanied with a prestige 
that holds over into subsequent periods. Thirdly, there is a period 
when special features of the technique of the masters of the balanced 
period are adopted for imitation and made ends in themselves. Thus 
in the later seventeenth century, the treatment of dramatic movement 
characteristic of Titian and still more of Tintoretto, by means chiefly 
of light and shade, is exaggerated to the point of the theatrical. In 
Guercino, Caravaggio, Feti, Carracci, Ribera, the attempt to depict 
movement dramatically results in posed tableaux and defeats itself. 
In this third stage (which dogs creative work after the latter has re- 
ceived general recognition), technique is borrowed without relation 
to the urgent experience that at first evoked it. The academic and ec- 
lectic result. 

I have previously stated that craftsmanship alone is not art. What is 
now added is the often ignored point of the thorough relativity of 
technique to form in art. It was not lack of dexterity that gives early 
Gothic sculpture its special form nor that gives Chinese paintings 
their special kind of perspective. The artists said what they had to say 
better with the techniques they used than they could have done with 
another. What to us is a charming naiveté was to them the simple 
and direct method of expressing a felt subject-matter. For this reason, 
while there is not continuity of repetition in any esthetic art, neither 
is there, of necessity, advance. Greek sculpture will never be equaled 
in its own terms. Thorwaldsen is no Pheidias. That which Venetian 
painters achieved will stand unrivaled. The modern reproduction of 
the architecture of the Gothic cathedral always lacks the quality of 
the original. What happens in the movement of art is emergence 
of new materials of experience demanding expression, and there- 
fore involving in their expression new forms and techniques. Manet 
went back in time to achieve his brush-work, but his return involved 
no mere copying of an old technique. 

The relativity of technique to form is nowhere better exemplified 
than in Shakespeare. After his reputation was established as the uni- 
versal literary artist, critics thought it necessary to assume that great- 
ness adhered to all his work. They built up theories of literary form on 
the basis of special techniques. They were shocked when a mote ac- 
curate scholarship showed that many much lauded things were bor- 
rowed from the conventions of the Elizabethan stage. To those who 
have identified technique with form, the effect is to deflate Shake- 
speare’s greatness. But his substantial form remains just what it always 
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has been and is unaffected by his local adaptations. Allowance for 
some aspects of his technique should indeed but concentrate atten- 
tion upon what Is significant in his art. 

It is hardly possible to overstate the relativity of technique. It varies 
with all sorts of circumstances having little relation to the work of art 
~—perhaps a new discovery in chemistry that affects pigments. The sig- 
nificant changes are those which affect form itself in its esthetic sense. 
The relativity of technique to instruments is often overlooked. It be- 
comes important when the new instrument is a sign of a change in 
culture—that is, in material to be expressed. Early pottery is largely 
determined by the potters’ wheel. Rugs and blankets owe much of their 
geometric design to the nature of the instrument of weaving. Such 
things by themselves are like the physical constitution of an artist—as 
Cezanne wished he had Manet’s muscles. Such things become of more 
than antiquarian interest only when they relate to a change in culture 
and experience. The technique of those who painted long ago on 
walls of caves and who carved bone served the purpose that condi- 
tions offered or imposed. Artists always have used and always will use 
all kinds of techniques. 

There is, on the other side, a tendency among lay critics to confine 
experimentation to scientists in the laboratory. Yet one of the essen- 
tial traits of the artist is that he is born an experimenter. Without this 
trait he becomes a poor or a good academician. The artist is compelled 
to be an experimenter because he has to express an intensely individu- 
alized experience through means and materials that belong to the 
common and public world. This problem cannot be solved once for 
all. It is met in every new work undertaken. Otherwise an artist repeats 
himself and becomes esthetically dead. Only because the artist oper- 
ates experimentally does he open new fields of experience and dis- 
close new aspects and qualities in familiar scenes and objects. 

If, instead of saying “experimental” one were to say “adventurous, ” 
one would probably win general assent—so great is the power of 
words. Because the artist is a lover of unalloyed experience, he shuns 
objects that are already saturated, and he is therefore always on the 
growing edge of things. By the nature of the case, he is as unsatisfied 
with what is established as is a geographic explorer or a scientific in- 
quirer. The “classic” when it was produced bore the marks of adven- 
ture. This fact is ignored by classicists in their protest against roman- 
tics who undertake the development of new values, often without 
possessing means for their creation. That which is now classic is so be- 
cause of completion of adventure, not because of its absence. The one 
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who perceives and enjoys esthetically always has the sense of adven- 
ture in reading any classic that Keats had in reading Chapman’s 
“Homer,” 


e e 8 s e 


. . . Many tangled problems, multifarious ambiguities, and historic 
controversies are involved in the question of the subjective and ob- 
jective in art. Yet if the position that has been taken regarding form 
and substance is correct, there is at least one important sense in which 
form must be as objective as the material which it qualifies. If form 
emerges when raw materials are selectively arranged with reference to 
rendering an experience unified in movement to its intrinsic fulfill- 
ment, then surely objective conditions are controlling forces in the 
production of a work of art. A work of fine art, a statue, building, 
drama, poem, novel, when done, is as much a part of the objective 
world as is a locomotive or a dynamo. And, as much as the latter, its 
existence is causally conditioned by the coérdination of materials and 
energies of the external world. I do not mean that this is the whole of 
the work of art; even the product of industrial art was made to serve a 
purpose and is actually, instead of potentially, a locomotive as it op- 
erates in conditions where it produces consequences beyond its bare 
physical being; as, namely, it transports human beings and goods. 
But I do mean that there can be no esthetic experience apart from 
an object, and that for an object to be the content of esthetic appreci- 
ation it must satisfy those objective conditions without which cumu- 
lation, conservation, reénforcement, transition into something more 
complete, are impossible. The general conditions of esthetic form, of 
which I spoke a few paragraphs ago, are objective in the sense of be- 
longing to the world of physical materials and energies: while the lat- 
ter do not suffice for an esthetic experience, they are a sine qua non 
of its existence. And the immediate artistic evidence for the truth of 
this statement is the interest that obsesses every artist in observing 
the world about him and his devoted care for the physical media with 
which he works. 

What, then, are those formal conditions of artistic form that are 
rooted deep in thé.world itself? The implications of the question in- 
volve no material not already considered. Interaction of environment 
with organism is the source, direct or indirect, of all experience and 
from the environment come those checks, resistances, furtherances, 
equilibria, which, when they meet with the energies of the organism 
in appropriate ways, constitute form. The first characteristic of the en- 
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vironing world that makes possible the existence of artistic form is 
rhythm. There is rhythm in nature before poetry, painting, architec- 
ture and music exist. Were it not so, rhythm as an essential property of 
form would be merely superimposed upon material, not an operation 
through which material effects its own culmination in experience. 

The larger rhythms of nature are so bound up with the conditions 
of even elementary human subsistence, that they cannot have escaped 
the notice of man as soon as he became conscious of his occupations 
and the conditions that rendered them effective. Dawn and sunset, 
day and night, rain and sunshine, are in their alternation factors that 
directly concern human beings. 

The circular course of the seasons affects almost every human in- 
terest. When man became agricultural, the rhythmic march of the 
seasons was of necessity identified with the destiny of the commu- 
nity. The cycle of irregular regularities in the shape and behavior of 
the moon seemed fraught with mysterious import for the welfare of 
man, beast, and crops, and inextricably bound up with the mystery 
of generation. With these larger rhythms were bound up those of the 
ever-recurring cycles of growth from seed to a maturity that reproduced 
the seed; the reproduction of animals, the relation of male and fe- 
male, the never-ceasing round of births and deaths. 

Man’s own life is affected by the rhythm of waking and sleeping, 
hungering and satiety, work and rest. The long rhythms of agrarian 
pursuits were broken into minuter and more directly perceptible cy- 
cles with the development of the crafts. With the working of wood, 
metal, fibers, clay, the change of raw material into consummated re- 
sult, through technically controlled means, is objectively manifest. In 
working the matter, there are the recurrent beats of patting, chipping, 
molding, cutting, pounding, that mark off the work into measures. 
But more significant were those times of preparation for war and 
planting, those times of celebrating victory and harvest, when move- 
ments and speech took on cadenced form. 

Thus, sooner or later, the participation of man in nature’s rhythms, 
a partnership much more intimate than is any observation of them for 
purposes of knowledge, induced him to impose rhythm on changes 
where they did not appear. The apportioned reed, the stretched string 
and taut skin rendered the measures of action conscious through song 
and dance. Experiences of war, of hunt, of sowing and reaping, of the 
death and resurrection of vegetation, of stars circling over watchful 
shepherds, of constant return of the inconstant moon, were under- 
gone to be reproduced in pantomime and generated the sense of life 
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as drama. The mysterious movements of serpent, elk, boar, fell into 
thythms that brought the very essence of the lives of these animals to 
realization as they were enacted in dance, chiseled in stone, wrought 
in silver, or limned on the walls of caves. The formative arts that 
shaped things of use were wedded to the rhythms of voice and the 
self-contained movements of the body, and out of the union techni- 
cal arts gained the quality of fine art. Then the apprehended rhythms 
of nature were employed to introduce evident order into some phase 
of the confused observations and images of mankind. Man no longer 
conformed his activities of necessity to the rhythmic changes of na- 
ture’s cycles, but used those which necessity forced upon him to cele- 
brate his relations to nature as if she had conferred upon him the 
freedom of her realm. 

The reproduction of the order of natural changes and the percep- 
tion of that order were at first close together, so close that no distinc- 
tion existed between art and science. They were both called techné. 
Philosophy was written in verse and, under the influence of 1magina- 
tive endeavor, the world became a cosmos. Early Greek philosophy 
told the story of nature, and since a story has beginning, movement, 
and climax, the substance of the story demanded esthetic form. 
Within the story, minor rhythms became parts of the great rhythm of 
generation and destruction, of coming into being and passing out of 
being; of remission and concentration; of aggregation and dispersion; 
of consolidation and dissolution. The idea of law emerged with the 
idea of harmony, and conceptions that are now prosaic common- 
places emerged as parts of the art of nature as that was construed in 
the art of language. 


Chapter VIII 


THE ORGANIZATION OF ENERGIES 


It has been repeatedly intimated that there is a difference between 
the art product (statue, painting or whatever), and the work of art. 
The first is physical and potential; the latter is active and experienced. 
It is what the product does, its working. For nothing enters experi- 
ence bald and unaccompanied, whether it be a seemingly formless 
happening, a theme intellectually systematized, or an object elabo- 
rated with every loving care of united thought and emotion. Its very 
entrance is the beginning of a complex interaction; upon the nature 
of this interaction depends the character of the thing as finally experi- 
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enced, When the structure of the object is such that its force interacts 
happily (but not easily) with the energies that issue from the experi- 
ence itself; when their mutual affinities and antagonisms work to- 
gether to bring about a substance that develops cumulatively and 
surely (but not too steadily) toward a fulfilling of impulsions and 
tensions, then indeed there is a work of art. 

In the previous chapter, I emphasized the dependence of this final 
work upon the existence of rhythms in nature; as I pointed out, they 
are the conditions of form in experience and hence of expression. 
But an esthetic experience, the work of art in its actuality, is percep- 
tion, Only as these rhythms, even if embodied in an outer object that 
is itself a product of art, become a rhythm in experience itself are 
they esthetic. And this rhythm in what is experienced is something 
quite different from intellectual recognition that there is rhythm in 
the external thing: as different as is the perceptual enjoyment of glow- 
ing harmonious colors from the mathematical equations that define 
them for a scientific inquirer. 


The term “energy” has been used many times in this discussion. 
Perhaps insistence upon the idea of energy in connection with fine 
art seems to some minds out of place. Yet there are certain common- 
places that it is proper to utter in connection with art that cannot be 
intelligible unless the fact of energy be made central: its power to 
move and stir, to calm and tranquillize. And surely either rhythm and 
balance are either characters foreign to art or else art, because of their 
basic réle, is only definable as organization of energies. With respect 
to what the work of art does to us and for us, I see but two alternatives. 
Either it operates because some transcendent essence (usually called 
“beauty” ) descends upon experience from without, or esthetic effect 
is due to art’s unique transcript of the energy of the things of the 
world. As between these two alternatives, I do not know how mere art- 
gument can determine the choice. But it is something to know what is 
involved in making the choice. 

Taking my stand, then, upon the connection of esthetic effect with 
qualities of all experience as far as any experience is unified, I would 
ask how art can be expressive and yet not be imitative or slavishly 
representative, save by selecting and ordering the energies in virtue of 
which things act upon us and interest us? If art is in any sense repro- 
ductive, and yet reproduces neither details nor generic features, it nec- 
essarily follows that art operates by selecting those potencies in things 
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by which an experience—any experience—has significance and value. 
Elimination gets rid of forces that confuse, distract, and deaden. Or- 
der, rhythm and balance, simply means that energies significant for 
experience are acting at their best. 

The term “ideal” has been cheapened by sentimental popular use, 
and by use in philosophic discourse for apologetic purposes to disguise 
discords and cruelties in existence. But there is a definite sense in 
which art is ideal—namely, the sense just indicated. Through selec- 
tion and organization those features that make any experience worth 
having as an experience are prepared by art for commensurate percep- 
tion, There must be, in spite of all indifference and hostility of nature 
to human interests, some congruity of nature with man or life could 
not exist. In art the forces that are congenial, that sustain not this or 
that special aim but the processes of enjoyed experience itself, are 
set free. That release gives them ideal quality. For what ideal can man 
honestly entertain save the idea of an environment in which all things 
conspire to the perfecting and sustaining of the values occasionally 
and partially experienced? 

An English writer, Galsworthy I think, has somewhere defined art 
“as the imaginative expression of energy which, through technical 
concretion of feeling and perception, tends to reconcile the individual 
with the universal by exciting in him impersonal emotion.” Energies 
that constitute the objects and events of the world and hence deter- 
mine our experience are the “universal.” “Reconciliation” is the 
attaining, in immediate unargumentative form, of periods of harmo- 
nious codperation of man and the world in experiences that are com- 
plete. The resultant emotion is “impersonal” because it is attached 
not to personal fortune but to the object to the construction of which 
the self has surrendered itself in devotion. Appreciation is equally 
impersonal in its emotional quality because it also involves construc- 
tion and organization of objective energies. 


Chapter IX 


THE COMMON SUBSTANCE 
OF THE ARTS 


. . . Every work of art has a particular medium by which, among 
other things, the qualitative pervasive whole is carried. In every experi- 
ence we touch the world through some particular tentacle; we carry on 
our intercourse with it, it comes home to us, through a specialized or- 
gan, The entire organism with all its charge of the past and varied re- 
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sources operates, but it operates through a particular medium, that of 
eye, as it interacts with eye, ear, and touch. The fine arts lay hold of 
this fact and push it to its maximum of significance. In any ordinary 
visual perception, we see by means of light; we distinguish by means 
of reflected and refracted colors: that is a truism. But in ordinary per- 
ceptions, this medium of color is mixed, adulterated. While we see, we 
also hear; we feel pressures, and heat or cold. In a painting, color 
renders the scene without these alloys and impurities. They are part 
of the dross that is squeezed out and left behind in an act of intensi- 
fied expression. The medium becomes color alone, and since color 
alone must now carry the qualities of movement, touch, sound, etc., 
that are present physically on their own account in ordinary vision, 
the expressiveness and energy of color are enhanced. 

Photographs to primitive folk have, so it is said, a fearful magical 
quality. It is uncanny that solid and living things should be thus pre- 
sented. There is evidence that when pictures of any kind first made 
their appearance, magical power was imputed to them. Their power 
of representation could come only from a supernatural source. To 
one who is not rendered callous by common contact with pictorial 
representations there is still something miraculous in the power of a 
contracted, flat, uniform thing to depict the wide and diversified uni- 
verse of animate and inanimate things: it is possibly for this reason 
that popularly “art” tends to denote painting, and “artist” one who 
paints. Primitive man also imputed to sounds when used as words the 
power to control supernaturally the acts and secrets of men and to 
command, provided the right word was thee, the forces of nature. 
The power of mere sounds to express in literature all events and ob- 
jects 1s equally marvelous. 

Such facts as these seem to me to suggest the réle and significance 
of media for art. At first sight, it seems a fact not worth recording that 
every art has a medium of its own. Why put it down in black and 
white that painting cannot exist without color, music without sound, 
architecture without stone and wood, statuary without marble and 
bronze, literature without words, dancing without the living body? 
The answer has, I believe, been indicated. In every experience, there 
is the pervading underlying qualitative whole that corresponds to and 
manifests the whole organization of activities which constitute the 
mysterious human frame. But in every experience, this complex, this 
differentiated and recording, mechanism operates through special 
structures that take the lead, not in dispersed diffusion through all 
organs at once—save in panic when, as we truly say, one has lost one’s 
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head. “Medium” in fine art denotes the fact that this specialization 
and individualization of a particular organ of experience is carried to 
the point wherein all its possibilities are exploited. The eye or ear that 
is centrally active does not lose its specific character and its special fit- 
ness as the bearer of an experience that it uniquely makes possible. In 
art, the seeing or hearing that is dispersed and mixed in ordinary per- 
ceptions is concentrated until the peculiar office of the special me- 
dium operates with full energy, free from distraction. 

“Medium” signifies first of all an intermediary. The import of the 
word “means” is the same. They are the middle, the intervening, 
things through which something now remote is brought to pass. Yet 
not all means are media. There are two kinds of means. One kind is 
external to that which is accomplished; the other kind is taken up into 
the consequences produced and remains immanent in them. There 
are ends which are merely welcome cessations and there are ends 
that are fulfillments of what went before. The toil of a laborer 1s 
too often only an antecedent to the wage he receives, as con- 
sumption of gasoline is merely a means to transportation. The means 
cease to act when the “end” is reached; one would be glad, as a rule, 
to get the result without having to employ the means. They are but a 
scaffolding. 

Such external or mere means, as we properly term them, are usually 
of such a sort that others can be substituted for them; the particular 
ones employed are determined by some extraneous consideration, like 
cheapness. But the moment we say “media,” we refer to means that 
are incorporated in the outcome. Even bricks and mortar become 
a part of the house they are employed to build; they are not mere 
means to its erection. Colors are the painting; tones are the music. A 
picture painted with water colors has a quality different from that 
painted with oil. Esthetic effects belong intrinsically to their medium; 
when another medium is substituted, we have a stunt rather than an 
object of art. Even when substitution is practiced with the utmost 
virtuosity or for any reason outside the kind of end desired, the prod- 
uct is mechanical or a tawdry sham—like boards painted to resemble 
stone in the construction of a cathedral, for stone is integral not just 
physically, but to the esthetic effect. 

The difference between external and intrinsic operations runs 
through all the affairs of life. One student studies to pass an examina- 
tion, to get promotion. To another, the means, the activity of learn- 
ing, is completely one with what results from it. ‘The consequence, in- 
struction, illumination, 1s one with the process. Sometimes we journey 
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to get somewhere else because we have business at the latter point and 
would gladly, were it possible, cut out the traveling. At other times 
we journey for the delight of moving about and seeing what we see. 
Means and end coalesce. If we run over in mind a number of such 
cases we quickly see that all the cases in which means and ends are ex- 
ternal to one another are non-esthetic. This externality may even be 
regarded as a definition of the non-esthetic. 

Being “good” for the sake of avoiding penalty, whether it be go- 
ing to jail or to hell, makes conduct unlovely. It is as anesthetic as is 
going to the dentist’s chair so as to avoid a lasting injury. When the 
Greeks identified the good and beautiful in actions, they revealed, in 
their feeling of grace and proportion in right conduct, a perception of 
fusion of means and ends. The adventures of a pirate have at least a 
romantic attraction lacking in the painful acquisitions of him who 
stays within the law merely because he thinks it pays better in the end 
to do so. A large part of popular revulsion against utilitarianism in 
moral theory is because of its exaggeration of sheer calculation. “De- 
corum” and “propriety” which once had a favorable, because es- 
thetic, meaning are taking on a disparaging signification because they 
are understood to denote a primness or smugness assumed because 
of desire for an external end. In all ranges of experience, externality of 
means defines the mechanical. Much of what is termed spiritual is 
also unesthetic. But the unesthetic quality is because the things de- 
noted by the word also exemplify separation of means and end; the 
“ideal” is so cut off from the realities, by which alone it can be striven 
for, that it is vapid. The “spiritual” gets a local habitation and 
achieves the solidity of form required for esthetic quality only when 
it is embodied in a sense of actual things. Even angels have to be pro- 
vided in imagination with bodies and wings. 

I have referred more than once to the esthetic quality that may in- 
here in scientific work. To the layman the material of the scientist ts 
usually forbidding. ‘To the inquirer there exists a fulfilling and con- 
summatory quality, for conclusions sum up and perfect the conditions 
that lead up to them. Moreover, they have at times an elegant and 
even austere form. It is said that Clark-Maxwell once introduced a 
symbol in order to make a physical equation symmetrical, and that it 
was only later that experimental results gave the symbol its meaning. 
I suppose that it is also true that if business men were the mere 
money-grubbers they are often supposed to be by the unsympathetic 
outsider, business would be much less attractive than it is. In practice, 
it may take on the properties of a game, and even when it is socially 
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harmful it must have an esthetic quality to those whom it captivates. 

Means are, then, media when they are not just preparatory or pre- 
liminary. As a medium, color is a go-between for the values weak and 
dispersed in ordinary experiences and the new concentrated percep- 
tion occasioned by a painting. A phonographic disk is a vehicle of an 
effect and nothing more. The music which issues from it is also a ve- 
hicle but is something more; it is a vehicle which becomes one with 
what it carries; it coalesces with what it conveys. Physically, a brush 
and the movement of the hand in applying color to canvas are ex- 
ternal to a painting. Not so artistically. Brush-strokes are an integral 
part of the esthetic effect of a painting when it is perceived. Some phi- 
losophers have put forth the idea that esthetic effect or beauty is a kind 
of ethereal essence which, in accommodation to flesh, is compelled to 
use external sensuous material as a vehicle. The doctrine implies that 
were not the soul imprisoned in the body, pictures would exist with- 
out colors, music without sounds, and literature without words. Ex- 
cept, however, for critics who tell us how they feel without telling or 
knowing in terms of media used why they feel as they do, and except 
for persons who identify gush with appreciation, media and esthetic 
effect are completely fused. 

Sensitivity to a medium as a medium is the very heart of all artistic 
creation and esthetic perception. Such sensitiveness does not lug in 
extraneous material. When, for example, paintings are looked at as 
illustrations of historical scenes, of literature, of familiar scenes, they 
are not perceived in terms of their media. Or, when they are looked at 
simply with reference to the technic employed in making them what 
they are, they are not esthetically perceived. For here, too, means are 
separated from ends. Analysis of the former becomes a substitute for 
enjoyment of the latter. It is true that artists seem themselves often 
to approach a work of art from an exclusively technical standpoint— 
and the outcome is at least refreshing after having had a dose of what 
is regarded as “appreciation.” But in reality, for the most part, they so 
feel the whole that it is not necessary to dwell upon the end, the 
whole, in words, and so they are freed to consider how the latter is pro- 
duced. 

The medium is a mediator. It is a go-between of artist and per- 
ceiver. Tolstoi in the midst of his moral preconceptions often speaks 
as an artist. He is celebrating this function of an artist when he makes 
the remarks already quoted about art as that which unites. The im- 
portant thing for the theory of art is that this union is effected 
through the use of special material as a medium. By temperament, 


DEWEY / 639 


perhaps by inclination and aspiration, we are all artists—up to a cer- 
tain point. What is lacking is that which marks the artist in execution. 
For the artist has the power to seize upon a special kind of material 
and convert it into an authentic medium of expression. The rest of 
us require many channels and a mass of material to give expression 
to what we should like to say. Then the variety of agencies employed 
get in the way of one another and render expression turbid, while the 
sheer bulk of material employed makes it confused and awkward. The 
artist sticks to his chosen organ and its corresponding material, and 
thus the idea singly and concentratedly felt in terms of the medium 
comes through pure and clear. He plays the game intensely, because 
strictly. 

Something which Delacroix said of painters of his day applies to in- 
ferior artists generally. He said they used coloration rather than 
color. The statement signified that they applied color to their repre- 
sented objects instead of making them out of color. This procedure 
signifies that colors as means and objects and scenes depicted were 
kept apart. They did not use color as medium with complete devo- 
tion. Their minds and experience were divided. Means and end did 
not coalesce. The greatest esthetic revolution in the history of paint- 
ing took place when color was used structurally; then pictures ceased 
to be colored drawings. The true artist sees and feels in terms of his 
medium and the one who has learned to perceive esthetically emu- 
lates the operation. Others carry into their seeing of pictures and hear- 
ing of music preconceptions drawn from sources that obstruct and 
confuse perception. 

Fine art is sometimes defined as power to create illusions. As far 
as I can see this statement is a decidedly unintelligent and misleading 
way of stating a truth—namely, that artists create effects by command 
of a single medium. In ordinary perception we depend upon contribu- 
tion from a variety of sources for our understanding of the meaning 
of what we are undergoing. The artistic use of a medium signifies that 
irrelevant aids are excluded and one sense quality is concentratedly 
and intensely used to do the work usually done loosely with the aid of 
many. But to call the result an illusion is to mix matters that should 
be distinguished. If measure of artistic merit were ability to paint a 
fly on a peach so that we are moved to brush if off or grapes on a canvas 
so that birds come to peck at them, a scare-crow would be a work of 
consummate fine-art when it succeeds at keeping away the crows. 

The confusion of which I have just spoken can be cleared up. 
There is something physical, in its ordinary sense of real existence. 
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There is the color or sound that constitutes the medium. And there 
is an experience having a sense of reality, quite likely a heightened 
one. This sense would be illusory, if it were like that which appertains 
to the sense of the real existence of the medium. But it is very differ- 
ent. On the stage the media, the actors and their voices and gestures, 
are really there; they exist. And the cultivated auditor has as a conse- 
quence a heightened sense (supposing the play to be genuinely ar- 
tistic) of the reality of things of ordinary experience. Only the un- 
cultivated theatergoer has such an illusion of the reality of what is 
enacted that he identifies what is done with the kind of reality mani- 
fested in the psychical presence of the actors, so that he tries to join 
in the action. A painting of trees or rocks may make the characteris- 
tic reality of tree or rock more poignant than it had ever been before. 
But that does not imply that the spectator takes a part of the picture 
to be an actual rock of the kind he could hammer or sit on. What 
makes a material a medium is that it is used to express a meaning 
which is other than that which it is in virtue of its bare physical exist- 
ence: the meaning not of what it physically is, but of what it ex- 
presses. 

In the discussion of the qualitative background of experience and 
of the special medium through which distinct meanings and values 
are projected upon it, we are in the presence of something common in 
the substance of the arts. Media are different in the different arts. 
But possession of a medium belongs to them all. Otherwise they 
would not be expressive, nor without this common substance could 
they possess form. 
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Chapter XII 


THE CHALLENGE TO PHILOSOPHY 


Esthetic experience is imaginative. This fact, in connection with a 
false idea of the nature of imagination, has obscured the larger fact 
that all conscious experience has of necessity some degree of imagina- 
tive quality. For while the roots of every experience are found in the 
interaction of a live creature with its environment, that expenence 
becomes conscious, a matter of perception, only when meanings enter 
it that are derived from prior experiences. Imagination is the only 
gateway through which these meanings can find their way into a pres- 
ent interaction; or rather, as we have just seen, the conscious adjust- 
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ment of the new and the old is imagination. Interaction of a living 
being with an environment is found in vegetative and animal life. But 
the experience enacted is human and conscious only as that which ts 
given here and now is extended by meanings and values drawn 
from what is absent in fact and present only imaginatively. 

There is always a gap between the here and now of direct mterac- 
tion and the past interactions whose funded result constitutes the 
meanings with which we grasp and understand what is now cccurring. 
Because of this gap, all conscious perception involves a risk; it is a ven- 
ture into the unknown, for as it assimilates the present to the past it 
also brings about some reconstruction of that past. When past and 
present fit exactly into one another, when there is only recurrence, 
complete uniformity, the resulting experience is routine and mechani- 
cal; it does not come to consciousness in perception. The inertia of 
habit overrides adaptation of the meaning of the here and now with 
that of experiences, without which there is no consciousness, the im- 
aginative phase of experience. 

Mind, that is the body of organized meanings by means of which 
events of the present have significance for us, does not always enter 
into the activities and undergoings that are going on here and now. 
Sometimes it is baffled and arrested. Then the stream of meanings 
aroused into activity by the present contact remain aloof. Then it 
forms the matter of reverie, of dream; ideas are floating, not anchored 
to any existence as its property, its possession of meanings. Emotions 
that are equally loose and floating cling to these ideas. The pleasure 
they afford is the reason why they are entertained and are allowed to 
occupy the scene; they are attached to existence only in a way that, as 
long as sanity abides, is felt to be only fanciful and unreal. 

In every work of art, however, these meanings are actually em- 
bodied in a material which thereby becomes the medium for their ex- 
pression. This fact constitutes the peculiarity of all experience that 
is definitely esthetic. Its imaginative quality dominates, because 
meanings and values that are wider and deeper than the particular 
here and now in which they are anchored are realized by way of ex- 
pressions although not by way of an object that is physically efficacious 
in relation to other objects. Not even a useful object is produced ex- 
cept by the intervention of imagination. Some existent material was 
perceived in the light of relations and possibilities not hitherto re- 
1 “Mind denotes a whole system of meanings as they are embodied in the workings 


of organic life. . . . Mind is a constant luminosity; consciousness is intermittent, 
a series of flashes of different intensities.”—“Experience and Nature,” p. 303. 
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alized when the steam engine was invented. But when the imagined 
possibilities were embodied in a new assemblage of natural materi- 
als, the steam engine took its place in nature as an object that has 
the same physical effects as those belonging to any other physical ob- 
ject. Steam did the physical work and produced the consequences 
that attend any expanding gas under definite physical conditions. 
The sole difference is that the conditions under which it operates 
have been arranged by human contrivance. 

The work of art, however, unlike the machine, is not only the out- 
come of imagination, but operates imaginatively rather than in the 
realm of physical existences. What it does is to concentrate and en- 
large an immediate experience. The formed matter of esthetic ex- 
perience directly expresses, in other words, the meanings that are im- 
aginatively evoked; it does not, like the material brought into new 
relations in a machine, merely provide means by which purposes over 
and beyond the existence of the object may be executed. And yet the 
meanings imaginatively summoned, assembled, and integrated are 
embodied in material existence that here and now interacts with the 
self. The work of art is thus a challenge to the performance of a like 
act of evocation and organization, through imagination, on the part 
of the one who experiences it. It is not just a stimulus to and means 
of an overt course of action. 

This fact constitutes the uniqueness of esthetic experience, and 
this uniqueness is in turn a challenge to thought. It is particularly a 
challenge to that systematic thought called philosophy. For esthetic 
experience is experience in its integrity. Had not the term “pure” 
been so often abused in philosophic literature, had it not been so of- 
ten employed to suggest that there is something alloyed, impure, in 
the very nature of experience and to denote something beyond ex- 
perience, we might say that esthetic experience is pure experience. 
For it is experience freed from the forces that impede and confuse its 
development as experience; freed, that is, from factors that subordi- 
nate an experience as it is directly had to something beyond itself. ‘To 
esthetic experience, then, the philosopher must go to understand 
what experience is. 

For this reason, while the theory of esthetics put forth by a philos- 
opher is incidentally a test of the capacity of its author to have the ex- 
perience that is the subject-matter of his analysis, it is also much more 
than that. It is a test of the capacity of the system he puts forth to grasp 
the nature of experience itself. There is no test that so surely reveals 
the one-sidedness of a philosophy as its treatment of art and esthetic 
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experience. Imaginative vision is the power that unifies all the con- 
stituents of the matter of a work of art, making a whole out of them in 
all their variety. Yet all the elements of our being that are displayed in 
special emphases and partial] realizations in other experiences are 
merged in ‘esthetic experience. And they are so completely merged in 
the immediate wholeness of the experience that each is submerged:— 
it does not present itself in consciousness as a distinct element. 
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Chapter XIV 


ART AND CIVILIZATION 


. The theories that attribute direct moral effect and intent to 
art fail because they do not take account of the collective civilization 
that is the context in which works of art are produced and enjoyed. I 
would not say that they tend to treat works of art as a kind of subli- 
mated /sop’s fables. But they all tend to extract particular works, re- 
garded as especially edifying, from their milieu and to think of the 
moral function of art in terms of a strictly personal relation between 
the selected works and a particular individual. Their whole concep- 
tion of morals is so individualistic that they miss a sense of the way in 
which art exercises its humane function. 

Matthew Arnold’s dictum that “poetry is criticism of life” is a case 
in point. It suggests to the reader a moral] intent on the part of the 
poet and a moral judgment on the part of the reader. It fails to see or 
at all events to state how poetry is a criticism of life; namely, not 
directly, but by disclosure, through imaginative vision addressed to 
imaginative experience (not to set judgment) of possibilities that 
contrast with actual conditions. A sense of possibilities that are un- 
realized and that might be realized are when they are put in contrast 
with actual conditions, the most penetrating “criticism” of the latter 
that can be made. It is by a sense of possibilities opening before us 
that we become aware of constrictions that hem us in and of bur- 
dens that oppress. 

Mr. Garrod, a follower of Matthew Arnold in more senses than 
one, has wittily said that what we resent in didactic poetry is not that 
it teaches, but that it does not teach, its incompetency. He added 
words to the effect that poetry teaches as friends and life teach, by 
being, and not by express intent. He says in another place, “Poetical 
values are, after all, values in a human life. You cannot mark them 
off from other values, as though the nature of man were built in bulk- 
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heads.” I do not think that what Keats has said in one of his letters 
can be surpassed as to the way in which poetry acts. He asks what 
would be the result if every man spun from his imaginative expe- 
rience “an airy citadel” like the web the spider spins, “filling the air 
with a beautiful circuiting.” For, he says, “man should not dispute 
or assert, but whisper results to his neighbor, and thus, by every germ 
of spirit sucking the sap from mold etherial, every human being 
might become great, and Humanity instead of being a wide heath 
of Furze and briars with here and there a remote Pine or Oak, 
would become a grand democracy of Forest Trees!” 

It is by way of communication that art becomes the incomparable 
organ of instruction, but the way is so remote from that usually as- 
sociated with the idea of education, it is a way that lifts art so far 
above what we are accustomed to think of as instruction, that we are 
repelled by any suggestion of teaching and learning in connection 
with art. But our revolt is in fact a reflection upon education that 
proceeds by methods so literal as to exclude the imagination and one 
not touching the desires and emotions of men. Shelley said, “The 
imagination is the great instrument of moral good, and poetry ad- 
ministers to the effect by acting upon the causes.” Hence it is, he 
goes on to say, “a poet would do ill to embody his own conceptions 
of right and wrong, which are usually those of his own time and 
place, in his poetical creations. . . . By the assumption of this im- 
ferior office . . . he would resign participation in the cause’—the 
imagination. It is the lesser poets who “have frequently affected a 
moral aim, and the effect of their poetry is diminished in exact pro- 
portion as they compel us to advert to this purpose.” But the power 
of imaginative projection is so great that he calls poets “the founders 
of civil society.” 

The problem of the relation of art and morals is too often treated as 
if the problem existed only on the side of art. It is virtually assumed 
that morals are satisfactory in idea if not in fact, and that the only 
question is whether and in what ways art should conform to a moral 
system already developed. But Shelley’s statement goes to the heart 
of the matter. Imagination is the chief instrument of the good. It 1s 
more or less a commonplace to say that a person’s ideas and treat- 
ment of his fellows are dependent upon his power to put himself 
imaginatively in their place. But the primacy of the imagination ex- 
tends far beyond the scope of direct personal relationships. Except 
where “ideal” is used in conventional deference or as a name for a 
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sentimental reverie, the ideal factors in every moral outlook and 
human loyalty are imaginative. The historic alliance of religion and 
art has its roots in this common quality. Hence it is that art is more 
moral than moralities. For the latter either are, or tend to become, 
consecrations of the status quo, reflections of custom, reénforcements 
of the established order. The moral prophets of humanity have al- 
ways been poets even though they spoke in free verse or by parable. 
Uniformly, however, their vision of possibilities has soon been con- 
verted into a proclamation of facts that already exist and hardened 
into semi-political institutions. Their imaginative presentation of 
ideals that should command thought and desire have been treated 
as rules of policy. Art has been the means of keeping alive the sense 
of purposes that outrun evidence and of meanings that transcend 
indurated habit. 

Morals are assigned a special compartment in theory and practice 
because they reflect the divisions embodied in economic and politi- 
cal institutions. Wherever social divisions and barriers exist, practices 
and ideas that correspond to them fix metes and bounds, so that 
liberal action is placed under restraint. Creative intelligence is looked 
upon with distrust; the innovations that are the essence of individ- 
uality are feared, and generous impulse is put under bonds not to 
disturb the peace. Were art an acknowledged power in human as- 
sociation and not treated as the pleasuring of an idle moment or as 
a means of ostentatious display, and were morals understood to be 
identical with every aspect of value that is shared in experience, the 
“problem” of the relation of art and morals would not exist. 

The idea and the practice of morality are saturated with concep- 
tions that stem from praise and blame, reward and punishment. 
Mankind is divided into sheep and goats, the vicious and virtuous, 
the law-abiding and criminal, the good and bad. To be bevond good 
and evil is an impossibility for man, and yet as long as the good signi- 
fies only that which is lauded and rewarded, and the evil that which 1s 
currently condemned or outlawed, the ideal factors of morality are 
always and everywhere beyond good and evil. Because art is wholly 
innocent of ideas derived from praise and blame, it is looked upon 
with the eye of suspicion by the guardians of custom, or only the art 
that is itself so old and “classic” as to receive conventional praise 1s 
grudgingly admitted, provided, as with, say, the case of Shakespeare, 
signs of regard for conventional morality can be ingeniously ex- 
tracted from his work. Yet this indifference to praise and blame be- 
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cause of preoccupation with imaginative experience constitutes the 
heart of the moral potency of art. From it proceeds the liberating and 
uniting power of art. | 

Shelley said, “The great secret of morals is love, or a going out of 
our nature and the identification of ourselves with the beautiful which 
exists in thought, action, or person, not our own, A man to be greatly 
good must imagine intensely and comprehensively.” What is true of 
the individual is true of the whole system of morals in thought and 
action. While perception of the union of the possible with the actual 
in a work of art is itself a great good, the good does not terminate with 
the immediate and particular occasion in which it is had. The union 
that is presented in perception persists in the remaking of impulsion 
and thought. The first intimations of wide and large redirections of 
desire and purpose are of necessity imaginative. Art is a mode of pre- 
diction not found in charts and statistics, and it insinuates possibilities 
of human relations not to be found in rule and precept, admonition 
and administration. 


“But art, wherein man speaks in no wise to man, 
Only to mankind—art may teil a truth 
Obliquely, do the deed shall breed the thought.” 
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Martin 
HEIDEGGER 


According to the title of this essay its subject is the origin of the 
work of art. As Heidegger points out, the work of art is depend- 
ént upon its creator but also the creator is dependent upon the 
work; both derive from art itself. Thus the origin of the work of 
art is art. The concept of art developed as the essay proceeds ts 
that of the creative preservation of truth in the work. (Preser- 
vation, for Heidegger, is the function of the work’s public.) Ac- 
cording to this view art is one way in which truth happens. In 
art, truth is at work in the work; truth actively establishes itself 
in the work. Truth, says Heidegger, exhibits an impulse to realize 
itself in a work as an entity within the realm of entities. Art is 
one among a number of ways in which truth establishes itself in 
this realm. Heidegger mentions several such ways: political cre- 
ation, religion, sacrifice, thinking. Thus like Hegel and others 
before him, Heidegger assigns to art a supreme role in human 
experience. Indeed, as he points out, art, being an origin of the 
establishment of truth, is at the same time an origin in the his- 
tory of a people. In revealing to them the truth of being which 
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it is their task to guard, it initiates and clarifies for them their 
own historical vocation. 

Like Hegel, too, Heidegger does not mean by truth the cor- 
rectness of a proposition, Truth for him is unconcealment, the 
revelation of the being of what is. He illustrates it in the course 
of a discussion of the being of equipment, such as a pair of peas- 
ant shoes. For this purpose he turns to a painting by Van Gogh 
and eloquently conjures up the earth and world of the peasant 
woman’s life, a vision of which is unfolded in the painting. The 
shoes are what they are, and are seen to be such, in the way in 
which they function in and embody her life and world. More- 
over, the truth that is revealed by this work is not a truth of a 
merely particular thing like a pair of shoes; in revealing the whole 
of the earth and world of the peasant woman, the painting's 
truth is a truth of all that is. It is because the truth Heidegger 
has in mind is a truth (that is, a revelation) of the being of all 
that is, that art can have the important function Heidegger gives 
it. 

The work of art, in serving as the locus in which truth estab- 
lishes itself, becomes a center in the midst of what is from which 
light streams over the whole, producing the light and shade in 
which what is shows itself to us. This center is the clearing, the 
lighting source, that opens up what Heidegger speaks of as the 
Open in which all that is stands. Revealing things to us, it at 
the same time affords us a comprehensive way of seeing them. 

Heidegger generalizes the notion of earth so that it becomes 
equivalent to the matter of the work of art. Artistic matter such 
as wood, stone, color, tone, and word operates at once as that 
which conceals (in earlier philosophy it was the principle of po- 
tentiality) and that on the basis of which the revelation of world 
(that is, the meaningful contexture of the whole of what is) ts 
possible. The unity of earth and world (or what in more tradi- 
itional terms would be called the unity of matter and content) 
comes about only by way of a conflict between the two, World 
and earth do not fit together in easy harmony, but on the con- 
trary the world-meaning is able to erect itself and the material ts 
able to reveal itself as material only in the form of a dynamic 
movement or strife, the unity of which is the repose of the work 
as a whole within itself. This strife takes the form of what Heideg- 
ger calls the Riss. Untranslatable in any simple way, the Riss 1s 
at one and the same time a rift and a design. It is the opposttion 
between material and content, and at the same time the design 
by which the content is actualized in the material. It is therefore 
the artistic figure or setting, the Gestalt. Thus it is in the 
figure, the distinctive characteristic of the work of art as con- 
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trasted with other modes of revelation of truth, that truth re- 
veals itself in art. Heidegger's aesthetics is no mere content aes- 
thetics, as one might at first suppose from the illustrations which 
he uses; in this concept of figure as the unity of earth and world 
we encounter a new and suggestive approach to the concrete work 
of art. 

By its peculiar design, the work of art stands out as a created 
entity. Because truth establishes itself in the design, truth stands 
out there in a unique way. The work of art in its uniqueness is 
extraordinary; it throws a new and extraordinary light on things; 
it changes everything familiar into something unfamiliar; it 
opens up a new world. That is why, Heidegger thinks, art is not 
only the origin of works of art as individual entities, but also an 
origin of man’s historical existence itself. Art has the funda- 
mental historical function of revealing to man the being which 
is entrusted to him in the fulfillment of his human destiny as in- 
dividual and as a people. 


The essay, Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes, here translated, first 
appeared in Holzwege, published in 1950. It was based on lec- 
tures given in 1935 and 1936 at Freiburg im Breslau, Ziirich, 
and Frankfurt. It is one of the important works appearing early 
after the so-called Kehre, or reversal, in Heidegger's thought, 
from the stress on anxiety, nothingness, and human existence, to 
a stress on more affirmative moods and on the primacy of being. 
Its significance, therefore, extends even beyond its contribution 
to a philosophy of art and helps to bring out the positive content 
of his thought. Heidegger has long maintained that he is not to 
be considered an “existentialist” philosopher. The present work 
confirms this claim. 


THE ORIGIN OF THE WORK OF ART 


Origin here means that from and by which something is what it is and 
as it is. What something is, as it is, we call its essence or nature. The 
origin of something is the source of its nature. ‘The question concern- 
ing the origin of the work of art asks about the source of its nature. On 
the usual view, the work arises out of and by means of the activity of 
the artist. But by what and whence is the artist what he is? By the 
work; for to say that the work does credit to the master means that it 
is the work that first lets the artist emerge as a master of his art. The 
artist is the origin of the work. The work is the origin of the artist. 
Neither is without the other. Nevertheless, neither is the sole support 
of the other. In themselves and in their interrelations artist and work 
are each of them by virtue of a third thing which is prior to both, 
namely that which also gives artist and work of art their names—art. 

As necessarily as the artist is the origin of the work in a different 
way than the work is the origin of the artist, so it is equally certain 
that, in a still different way, art is the origin of both artist and work. 
But can art be an origin at all? Where and how does art occur? Art— 
this is nothing more than a word to which nothing real any longer 
corresponds. It may pass for a collective idea under which we find a 
place for that which alone is real in art: works and artists. Even if the 
word art were taken to signify more than a collective notion, what is 
meant by the word could exist only on the basis of the actuality of 
works and artists. Or is the converse the case? Do works and artists 
exist only because art exists as their origin? 


This translation of “The Origin of the Work of Art” appears in Heidegger’s 
Poetry, Language, Thought (Harper, 1971) and is reprinted with the permission 
of the publisher. 
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Whatever the decision may be, the question of the origin of the 
work of art becomes a question about the nature of art. Since the 
question whether and how art in general exists must still remain open, 
we shall attempt to discover the nature of art in the place where art 
undoubtedly prevails in a real way. Art is present in the art work. But 
what and how is a work of art? 

What art is should be inferable from the work. What the work of 
art is we can come to know only from the nature of art. Anyone can 
easily see that we are moving in a circle. Ordinary understanding de- 
mands that this circle be avoided because it violates logic. What art 
is can be gathered from a comparative examination of actual art works. 
But how are we to be certain that we are indeed basing such an 
examination on art works if we do not know beforehand what art is? 
And the nature of art can no more be arrived at by a derivation from 
higher concepts than by a collection of characteristics of actual art 
works. For such a derivation, too, already has in view the characteristics 
that must suffice to establish that what we take in advance to be an 
art work is one in fact. But selecting works from among given objects, 
and deriving concepts from principles, are equally impossible here, 
and where these procedures are practiced they are a self-deception. 

Thus we are compelled to follow the circle. This is neither a make- 
shift nor a defect. To enter upon this path is the strength of thought, 
to continue on it is the feast of thought, assuming that thinking is a 
craft, Not only is the main step from work to art a circle like the step 
form art to work, but every separate step that we attempt circles in 
this circle. 

In order to discover the nature of the art that really prevails in the 
work, let us go to the actual work and ask the work what and how it is. 

Works of art are familiar to everyone. Architectural and sculptural 
works can be seen installed in public places, in churches, and in dwell- 
ings. Art works of the most diverse periods and peoples are housed in 
collections and exhibitions. If we consider the works in their un- 
touched actuality and do not deceive ourselves, the result is that the 
works are as naturally present as are things. The picture hangs on the 
wall like a rifle or a hat. A painting, e.g., the one by Van Gogh that 
represents a pair of peasant shoes, travels from one exhibition to an- 
other. Works of art are shipped like coal from the Ruhr and logs 
from the Black Forest. During the First World War Hélderlin’s 
hymns were packed in the soldier’s knapsack together with cleaning 
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gear. Beethoven’s quartets lie in the storerooms of the publishing house 
like potatoes in a cellar. 

All works have this thingly character. What would they be without 
it? But perhaps this rather crude and external view of the work is 
objectionable to us. Shippers or charwomen in museums may operate 
with such conceptions of the work of art. We, however, have to take 
works as they are encountered by those who experience and enjoy 
them. But even the much-vaunted aesthetic experience cannot get 
around the thingly aspect of the art work. ‘There is something stony in 
a work of architecture, wooden in a carving, colored in a painting, 
spoken in a linguistic work, sonorous in a musical composition. The 
thingly element is so irremovably present in the art work that we are 
compelled rather to say conversely that the architectural work is in 
stone, the carving is in wood, the painting in color, the linguistic work 
in speech, the musical composition in sound. “Obviously,” it will be 
replied. No doubt. But what is this self-evident thingly element in the 
work of art? 

Presumably it becomes superfluous and confusing to inquire into 
this feature, since the art work is something else over and above the 
thingly element. This something else in the work constitutes its artistic 
nature. The art work is, to be sure, a thing that is made, but it says 
something other than the mere thing itself is, allo agoreuet. The work 
makes public something other than itself; it manifests something 
other; it is an allegory. In the work of art something other is brought 
together with the thing that is made. To bring together 1s, in Greek, 
sumballein. The work is a symbol. 

Allegory and symbol provide the conceptual frame within whose 
channel of vision the art work has for a long time been characterized. 
But this one element in a work that manifests another, this one ele- 
ment that joins with another, is the thingly feature in the art work. 
It seems almost as though the thingly element in the art work is like 
the substructure into and upon which the other, authentic element 1s 
built. And is it not this thingly feature in the work that the artist really 
makes by his handicraft? 

Our aim is to arrive at the immediate and full reality of the work 
of art, for only in this way shall we discover real art also within it. 
Hence we must first bring to view the thingly element of the work. 
To this end it is necessary that we should know with sufhcient clarity 
what a thing is. Only then can we say whether the art work is a thing, 


HEIDEGGER / 653 


but a thing to which something else adheres; only then can we decide 
whether the work is at bottom something else and not a thing at all. 


Thing and Work 


What in truth is the thing, so far as it is a thing? When we inquire 
in this way, our aim is to come to know the thing-being (thingness) 
of the thing. The point is to discover the thingly character of the 
thing. To this end we have to be acquainted with the sphere to which 
all those entities belong which we have long called by the name of 
thing. 

The stone in the road is a thing, as is the clod in the field. A jug is 
a thing, as is the well beside the road. But what about the milk in the 
jug and the water in the well? These too are things if the cloud in the 
sky and the thistle in the field, the leaf in the autumn breeze and the 
hawk over the wood, are rightly called by the name of thing. All these 
must indeed be called things, if the name is applied even to that which 
does not, like those just enumerated, show itself, i.e., that which does 
not appear. According to Kant, the whole of the world, for example, 
and even God himself, is a thing of this sort, a thing that does not 
itself appear, namely, a “‘thing-in-itself.” In the language of philosophy 
both things-in-themselves and things that appear, all beings that in 
any way are, are called things. 

Airplanes and radio sets are nowadays among the things closest to 
us, but when we have ultimate things in mind we think of something 
altogether different. Death and judgment—these are ultimate things. 
On the whole the word “thing” here designates whatever is not simply 
nothing. In this sense the work of art is also a thing, so far as it is not 
simply nothing. Yet this concept is of no use to us, at least immedi- 
ately, in our attempt to delimit entities that have the mode of being of 
a thing, as against those having the mode of being of a work. And 
besides, we hesitate to call God a thing. In the same way we hesitate 
to consider the peasant in the field, the stoker at the boiler, the teacher 
in the school as things. A man is not a thing. It is true that we speak 
of a young girl who is faced with a task too difficult for her as being 
a young thing, still too young for it, but only because we feel that being 
human is in a certain way missing here and think that instead we have 
to do here with the factor that constitutes the thingly character of 
things. We hesitate even to call the deer in the forest clearing, the 
beetle in the grass, the blade of grass a thing. We would sooner think 


654/ Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


of a hammer as a thing, or a shoe, or an ax, or a clock. But even these 
are not mere things. Only a stone, a clod of earth, a piece of wood are 
for us such mere things. Lifeless beings of nature and objects of use. 
Natural things and utensils are the things commonly so called. 

We thus see ourselves brought back from the widest domain, 
within which everything is a thing (thing = res = ens = an entity), 
including even the highest and last things, to the narrow precinct 
of mere things. “Mere” here means, first, the pure thing, which is 
simply a thing and nothing more; but then, at the same time, it means 
that which is only a thing, in an almost pejorative sense. It-is mere 
things, excluding even use-objects, that count as things in the strict 
sense. What does the thingly character of these things, then, consist 
in? It is in reference to these that the thingness of things must be 
determinable. This determination enables us to characterize what it is 
that is thingly as such. Thus prepared, we are able to characterize the 
almost palpable reality of works, in which something else inheres. 

Now it passes for a known fact that as far back as antiquity, no 
sooner was the question raised as to what entities are in general, than 
things in their thingness thrust themselves into prominence again and 
again as the standard type of beings. Consequently we are bound to 
meet with the definition of the thingness of things already in the 
traditional interpretations of beings. We thus need only to ascertain 
explicitly this traditional knowledge of the thing, to be relieved of the 
tedious labor of making our own search for the thingly character of 
the thing. The answers to the question “What is the thing?’ are 
so familiar that we no longer sense anything questionable behind 
them. 

The interpretations of the thingness of the thing which, predomi- 
nant in the course of Western thought, have long become self-evident 
and are now in everyday use, may be reduced to three. 

This block of granite, for example, is a mere thing. It is hard, heavy, 
extended, bulky, shapeless, rough, colored, partly dull, partly shiny. 
We can take note of all these features in the stone. Thus we acknowl- 
edge its characteristics. But still, the traits signify something proper 
to the stone itself. ‘They are its properties. The thing has them. ‘The 
thing? What are we thinking of when we now have the thing in mind? 
Obviously a thing is not merely an aggregate of traits, nor an accumula- 
tion of properties by which that aggregate arises. A thing, as everyone 
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thinks he knows, is that around which the properties have assembled. 
We speak in this connection of the core of things. The Greeks are 
supposed to have called it to hupokeimenon. For them, this core of 
the thing was something lying at the ground of the thing, something 
always already there. The characteristics, however, are called ta 
sumbebekota, that which has always turned up already along with the 
given core and occurs along with it. 

These designations are no arbitrary names. Something that lies 
beyond the purview of this essay speaks in them, the basic Greek ex- 
perience of the Being of beings in the sense of presence. It is by these 
determinations, however, that the interpretation of the thingness of 
the thing is established which henceforth becomes standard, and the 
Western interpretation of the Being of beings stabilized. ‘The process 
begins with the appropriation of Greek words by Roman-Latin 
thought. Hupokeimenon becomes subiectum; hupostasis becomes 
substantia; sumbebekos becomes accidens. However, this translation of 
Greek names into Latin is in no way the innocent process it 1s con- 
sidered to this day. Beneath the seemingly literal and thus faithful 
translation there is concealed, rather, a translation of Greek experience 
into a different way of thinking. Roman thought takes over the Greek 
words without a corresponding, equally authentic experience of what 
they say, without the Greek word. The rootlessness of Western thought 
begins with this translation. 

According to current opinion, this definition of the thingness of the 
thing as the substance with its accidents seems to correspond to our 
natural outlook on things. No wonder that the current attitude toward 
things—our way of addressing ourselves to things and speaking about 
them—has adapted itself to this common view of the thing. A simple 
propositional statement consists of the subject, which is the Latin 
translation, hence already a reinterpretation, of hupokeimenon and 
the predicate, in which the thing’s traits are stated of it. Who would 
have the temerity to assail these simple fundamental relations between 
thing and statement, between sentence structure and thing-structure? 
Nevertheless we must ask: Is the structure of a simple propositional 
statement (the combination of subject and predicate) the mirror image 
of the structure of the thing (of the union of substance with acci- 
dents)? Or could it be that even the structure of the thing as thus 
envisaged is a projection of the framework of the sentence? 
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What could be more obvious than that man transposes his propo- 
sitional way of understanding things into the structure of the thing 
itself? Yet this view, seemingly critical yet actually rash and ill-con- 
sidered, would have to explain first how such a transposition of propo- 
sitional structure into the thing is supposed to be possible without the 
thing having already become visible. The question which comes first 
and functions as the standard, proposition structure or thing-structure 
remains to this hour undecided. It even remains doubtful whether in 
this form the question is at all decidable. 

Actually, the sentence structure does not provide the standard for 
the pattern of thing-structure, nor is the latter simply mirrored in the 
former. Both sentence and thing-structure derive, in their typical form 
and their possible mutual relationship, from a common and more 
original source. In any case this first interpretation of the thingness of 
the thing, the thing as bearer of its characteristic traits, despite its cur- 
rency, is not as natural as it appears to be. What seems natural to us is 
probably just something familiar in a long tradition that has forgotten 
the unfamiliar source from which it arose. And yet this unfamiliar 
source once struck man as strange and caused him to think and to 
wonder. 

Our reliance on the current interpretation of the thing is only seem- 
ingly well founded. But in addition this thing-concept (the thing as 
bearer of its characteristics) holds not only of the mere thing in its 
strict sense, but also of any being whatsoever. Hence it cannot be used 
to set apart thingly beings from non-thingly beings. Yet even before 
all reflection, attentive dwelling within the sphere of things already 
tells us that this thing-concept does not hit upon the thingly element 
of the thing, its independent and self-contained character. Occasion- 
ally we still have the feeling that violence has long been done to the 
thingly element of things and that thought has played a part in this 
violence, for which reason people disavow thought instead of taking 
pains to make it more thoughtful. But in defining the nature of the 
thing, what is the use of a feeling, however certain, if thought alone 
has the right to speak here? Perhaps however what we call feeling or 
mood, here and in similar instances, is more reasonable—that is, more 
intelligently perceptive—because more open to Being than all that 
reason which, having meanwhile become ratio, was misinterpreted as 
being rational. The hankering after the irrational, as abortive offspring 
of the unthought rational, therewith performed a curious service. To 
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be sure, the current thing-concept always fits each thing. Nevertheless 
it does not lay hold of the thing as it is in its own being, but makes an 
assault upon it. 

Can such an assault perhaps be avoided—and how? Only, certainly, 
by granting the thing, as it were, a free field to display its thingly 
character directly. Everything that might interpose itself between the 
thing and us in apprehending and talking about it must first be set 
aside. Only then do we yield ourselves to the undisguised presence of 
the thing. But we do not need first to call or arrange for this situation 
in which we let things encounter us without mediation. The situation 
always prevails. In what the senses of sight, hearing, and touch convey, 
in the sensations of color, sound, roughness, hardness, things move us 
bodily, in the literal meaning of the word. The thing is the aistheton, 
that which is perceptible by sensations in the senses belonging to 
sensibility. Hence the concept later becomes a commonplace according 
to which a thing is nothing but the unity of a manifold of what is 
given in the senses. Whether this unity is conceived as sum or as 
totality or as form alters nothing in the standard character of this 
thing-concept. 

Now this interpretation of the thingness of the thing is as correct 
and demonstrable in every case as the previous one. This already suf- 
fices to cast doubt on its truth. If we consider moreover what we are 
searching for, the thingly character of the thing, then this thing-con- 
cept again leaves us at a loss. We never really first perceive a throng of 
sensations, e.g., tones and noises, in the appearance of things—as this 
thing-concept alleges; rather we hear the storm whistling in the chim- 
ney, we hear the three-motored plane, we hear the Mercedes in imme- 
diate distinction from the Volkswagen. Much closer to us than all 
sensations are the things themselves. We hear the door shut in the 
house and never hear acoustical sensations or even mere sounds. In 
order to hear a bare sound we have to listen away from things, divert 
our ear from them, i.e., listen abstractly. 

In the thing-concept just mentioned there is not so much an assault 
upon the thing as rather an inordinate attempt to bring it into the 
greatest possible proximity to us. But a thing never reaches that posi- 
tion as long as we assign as its thingly feature what is perceived by the 
senses. Whereas the first interpretation keeps the thing at arm’s length 
from us, as it were, and sets it too far off, the second makes it press too 
hard upon us. In both interpretations the thing vanishes. It is there- 
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fore necessary to avoid the exaggerations of both. The thing itself must 
be allowed to remain in its self-containment. It must be accepted in its 
own constancy. This the third interpretation seems to do, which is just 
as old as the first two. 

That which gives things their constancy and pith but is also at the 
same time the source of their particular mode of sensuous pressure— 
colored, resonant, hard, massive—is the matter in things. In this 
analysis of the thing as matter (hule), form (morphe) is already 
coposited. What is constant in a thing, its consistency, lies in the fact 
that matter stands together with a form. The thing is formed matter. 
This interpretation appeals to the immediate view with which the 
thing solicits us by its looks (eidos). In this synthesis of matter and 
form a thing-concept has finally been found which applies equally to 
things of nature and to use-objects. 

This concept puts us in a position to answer the question concem- 
ing the thingly element in the work of art. The thingly element is mant- 
festly the matter of which it consists. Matter is the substrate and field 
for the artist’s formative action. But we could have advanced this 
obvious and well-known definition of the thingly element at the very 
outset. Why do we make a detour through other current thing-con- 
cepts? Because we also mistrust this concept of the thing, which repre- 
sents it as formed matter. 

But is not precisely this pair of concepts, matter-form, usually em- 
ployed in the domain in which we are supposed to be moving? ‘To be 
sure. The distinction of matter and form is the conceptual schema 
which is used, in the greatest variety of ways, quite generally for all art 
theory and aesthetics. ‘This incontestable fact, however, proves neither 
that the distinction of matter and form is adequately founded, nor 
that it belongs originally to the domain of art and the art work. More- 
over, the range of application of this pair of concepts has long extended 
far beyond the field of aesthetics. Form and content are the most 
hackneyed concepts under which anything and everything may be 
subsumed. And if form is correlated with the rational and matter with 
the irrational; if the rational is taken to be the logical and the irra- 
tional the alogical; if in addition the subject-object relation is coupled 
with the conceptual pair form-matter; then representation has at its 
command a conceptual machinery that nothing is capable of 
withstanding. 

If, however, it is thus with the distinction between matter and 
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form, how then shall we make use of it to lay hold of the particular 
domain of mere things by contrast with all other entities? But perhaps 
this characterization in terms of matter and form would recover its 
defining power if only we reversed the process of expanding and empty- 
ing these concepts. Certainly, but this presupposes that we know in 
what sphere of beings they realize their true defining power. That this 
is the domain of mere things is so far only an assumption. Reference 
to the copious use made of this conceptual framework in aesthetics 
might sooner lead to the idea that matter and form are specifications 
stemming from the nature of the art work and were in the first place 
transferred from it back to the thing. Where does the matter-form 
structure have its origin—in the thingly character of the thing or in the 
workly character of the art work? 

The self-contained block of granite is something material in a def- 
nite if unshapely form. Form means here the distribution and arrange- 
ment of the material parts in spatial locations, resulting in a particular 
shape, namely that of a block. But a jug, an ax, a shoe are also matter 
occurring in a form. Form as shape is not the consequence here of a 
prior distribution of the matter. The form, on the contrary, determines 
the arrangement of the matter. Even more, it prescribes in each case 
the kind and selection of the matter—impermeable for a jug, sufh- 
ciently hard for an ax, firm yet flexible for shoes. The interfusion of 
form and matter prevailing here is, moreover, controlled beforehand 
by the purposes served by jug, ax, shoes. Such usefulness is never 
assigned or added on afterward to a being of the type of a jug, ax, or 
pair of shoes. But neither is it something that floats somewhere above 
it as an end. 

Usefulness is the basic feature from which this entity regards us, that 
is, flashes at us and thereby is present and thus is this entity. Both the 
formative act and the choice of material—a choice given with the act— 
and therewith the dominance of the conjunction of matter and form, 
are all grounded in such usefulness. A being that falls under usefulness 
is always the product of a process of making. It is made as a piece of 
equipment for something. As determinations of beings, accordingly, 
matter and form have their proper place in the essential nature of 
equipment. This name designates what is produced expressly for em- 
ployment and use. Matter and form are in no case original determina- 
tions of the thingness of the mere thing. 

A piece of equipment, a pair of shoes for instance, when finished, 
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is also self-contained like the mere thing, but it does not have the 
character of having taken shape by itself like the granite boulder. On 
the other hand, equipment displays an affinity with the art work inso- 
far as it is something produced by the human hand. However, by its 
self-sufficient presence the work of art is similar rather to the mere 
thing which has taken shape by itself and is self-contained. Neverthe- 
less we do not count such works among mere things. As a rule it is the 
use-objects around us that are the nearest and authentic things. ‘Thus 
the piece of equipment is half thing, because characterized by thingli- 
ness, and yet it is something more; at the same time it is half art work 
and yet something less, because lacking the self-sufficiency of the art 
work. Equipment has a peculiar position intermediate between thing 
and work, assuming that such a calculated ordering of them is 
permissible. 

The matter-form structure, however, by which the being of a piece 
of equipment is first determined, readily presents itself as the immedi- 
ately intelligible constitution of every entity, because here man himself 
as maker participates in the way in which the piece of equipment 
comes into being. Because equipment takes an intermediate place be- 
tween mere thing and work, the suggestion is that nonequipmental 
beings—things and works and ultimately everything that is—are to be 
comprehended with the help of the being of equipment (the matter- 
form structure). 

The inclination to treat the matter-form structure as the constitu- 
tion of every entity receives a yet additional impulse from the fact 
that on the basis of a religious faith, namely, the biblical faith, the 
totality of all beings is represented in advance as something created, 
which here means made. The philosophy of this faith can of course 
assure us that all of God’s creative work is to be thought of as dif- 
ferent from the action of a craftsman. Nevertheless, if at the same time 
or even beforehand, in accordance with a presumed predetermination 
of Thomistic philosophy for interpreting the Bible, the ens creatum 1s 
conceived as a unity of materia and forma, then faith is expounded 
by way of a philosophy whose truth lies in an unconcealedness of 
beings which differs in kind from the world believed in by faith. 

The idea of creation, grounded in faith, can lose its guiding power 
of knowledge of beings as a whole. But the theological interpretation 
of all beings, the view of the world in terms of matter and form bor- 
rowed from an alien philosophy, having once been instituted, can still 
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remain a force. This happens in the transition from the Middle Ages 
to modern times. The metaphysics of the modern period rests on the 
form-matter structure devised in the medieval period, which itself 
merely recalls in its words the buried natures of eidos and hule. ‘Thus 
the interpretation of “thing” by means of matter and form, whether 
it remains medieval or becomes Kantian-transcendental, has become 
current and self-evident. But for that reason, no less than the other 
interpretations mentioned of the thingness of the thing, it is an en- 
croachment upon the thing-being of the thing. 

The situation stands revealed as soon as we speak of things in the 
strict sense as mere things. The “mere,” after all, means the removal 
of the character of usefulness and of being made. The mere thing is 
a sort of equipment, albeit equipment denuded of its equipmental 
being. Thing-being consists in what is then left over. But this remnant 
is not actually defined in its ontological character. It remains doubtful 
whether the thingly character comes to view at all in the process of 
stripping off everything equipmental. Thus the third mode of inter- 
pretation of the thing, that which follows the lead of the matter-form 
structure, also turns out to be an assault upon the thing. 

These three modes of defining thingness conceive of the thing as a 
bearer of traits, as the unity of a manifold of sensations, as formed 
matter. In the course of the history of truth about beings, the interpre- 
tations mentioned have also entered into combinations, a matter we 
may now pass over. In such combination they have further strength- 
ened their innate tendency to expand so as to apply in similar way to 
thing, to equipment, and to work. Thus they give rise to a mode of 
thought by which we think not only about thing, equipment, and 
work but about all beings in general. This long-familiar mode of 
thought preconceives all immediate experience of beings. The pre- 
conception shackles reflection on the being of any given entity. Thus 
it comes about that prevailing thing-concepts obstruct the way toward 
the thingly character of the thing as well as toward the equipmental 
character of equipment, and all the more toward the workly character 
of the work. 

This fact is the reason why it is necessary to know about these thing- 
concepts, in order thereby to take heed of their derivation and their 
boundless presumption, but also of their semblance of self-evidence. 
This knowledge becomes all the more necessary when we risk the 
attempt to bring to view and express in words the thingly character 
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of the thing, the equipmental character of equipment, and the workly 
character of the work. To this end, however, only one element is need- 
ful: to keep at a distance all the preconceptions and assaults of the 
above modes of thought, to leave the thing to rest in its own self, for 
instance, in its thing-being. What seems easier than to let a being be 
just the being that it is? Or does this turn out to be the most difficult 
of tasks, particularly if such an intention—to let a being be as it is— 
represents the opposite of the indifference that simply turns its back 
upon the being itself in favor of an unexamined concept of being? We 
ought to turn toward the being, think about it in regard to its being, 
but by means of this thinking at the same time let it rest upon itself 
in its very own being. 

This exertion of thought seems to meet with its greatest resistance 
in defining the thingness of the thing; for where else could the cause 
lie of the failure of the efforts mentioned? The unpretentious thing 
evades thought most stubbornly. Or can it be that this self-refusal of 
the mere thing, this self-contained independence, belongs precisely to 
the nature of the thing? Must not this strange and uncommunicative 
feature of the nature of the thing become intimately familiar to 
thought that tries to think the thing? If so, then we should not force 
our way to its thingly character. 

That the thingness of the thing is particularly difficult to express 
and only seldom expressible is infallibly documented by the history of 
its interpretation indicated above. This history coincides with the 
destiny in accordance with which Western thought has hitherto 
thought the Being of beings. However, not only do we now establish 
this point; at the same time we discover a clue in this history. Is it an 
accident that in the interpretation of the thing the view that takes 
matter and form as guide attains to special dominance? This defini- 
tion of the thing derives from an interpretation of the equipmental 
being of equipment. And equipment, having come into being through 
human making, is particularly familiar to human thinking. At the 
same time, this familiar being has a peculiar intermediate position be- 
tween thing and work. We shall follow this clue and search first for the 
equipmental character of equipment. Perhaps this will suggest some- 
thing to us about the thingly character of the thing and the workly 
character of the work. We must only avoid making thing and work 
prematurely into subspecies of equipment. We are disregarding the 
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possibility, however, that differences relating to the history of Being 
may yet also be present in the way equipment is. 

But what path leads to the equipmental quality of equipment? 
How shall we discover what a piece of equipment truly is? ‘The pro- 
cedure necessary at present must plainly avoid any attempts that again 
immediately entail the encroachments of the usual interpretations. We 
are most easily insured against this if we simply describe some equip- 
ment without any philosophical theory. 

We choose as example a common sort of equipment—a pair of 
peasant shoes. We do not even need to exhibit actual pieces of this sort 
of useful article in order to describe them. Everyone is acquainted with 
them. But since it is a matter here of direct description, it may be well 
to facilitate the visual realization of them. For this purpose a pictorial 
representation suffices. We shall choose a well-known painting by Van 
Gogh, who painted such shoes several times. But what is there to see 
here? Everyone knows what shoes consist of. If they are not wooden 
or bast shoes, there will be leather soles and uppers, joined together 
by thread and nails. Such gear serves to clothe the feet. Depending 
on the use to which the shoes are to be put, whether for work in the 
field or for dancing, matter and form will differ. 

Such statements, no doubt correct, only explicate what we already 
know. The equipmental quality of equipment consists in its usefulness. 
But what about this usefulness itself? In conceiving it, do we already 
conceive along with it the equipmental character of equipment? In 
order to succeed in doing this, must we not look out for useful equip- 
ment in its use? The peasant woman wears her shoes in the field. Only 
here are they what they are. They are all the more genuinely so, the 
less the peasant woman thinks about the shoes while she is at work, or 
looks at them at all, or is even aware of them. She stands and walks in 
them. That is how shoes actually serve. It is in this process of the use 
of equipment that we must actually encounter the character of 
equipment. 

As long as we only imagine a pair of shoes in general, or simply look 
at the empty, unused shoes as they merely stand there in the picture, 
we shall never discover what the equipmental being of the equipment 
in truth is. From Van Gogh’s painting we cannot even tell where 
these shoes stand. There is nothing surrounding this pair of peasant 
shoes in or to which they might belong—only an undefined space. 
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There are not even clods of soil from the field or the field-path sticking 
to them, which would at least hint at their use. A pair of peasant 
shoes and nothing more. And yet— 

From the dark opening of the worn insides of the shoes the toilsome 
tread of the worker stares forth. In the stiffly rugged heaviness of the 
shoes there is the accumulated tenacity of her slow trudge through 
the far-spreading and ever-uniform furrows of the field swept by a 
raw wind. On the leather lie the dampness and richness of the soil. 
Under the soles slides the loneliness of the field-path as evening falls. 
In the shoes vibrates the silent call of the earth, its quiet gift of the 
ripening grain and its unexplained self-refusal in the fallow desolation 
of the wintry field. This equipment is pervaded by uncomplaining 
anxiety as to the certainty of bread, the wordless joy of having once 
more withstood want, the trembling before the impending childbed 
and shivering at the surrounding menace of death. This equipment 
belongs to the earth, and it is protected in the world of the peasant 
woman. From out of this protected belonging the equipment itself 
rises to its resting-within-itself. 

But perhaps it is only in the picture that we notice all this about the 
shoes. The peasant woman, on the other hand, simply wears them. If 
only this simple wearing were so simple. When she takes off her shoes 
late in the evening, in deep but healthy fatigue, and reaches out for 
them again in the still dim dawn, or passes them by on the day of rest, 
she knows all this without noticing or reflecting. The equipmental 
quality of the equipment consists indeed in its usefulness. But this use- 
fulness itself rests in the abundance of an essential being of the 
equipment. We call it reliability. By virtue of this reliability the 
peasant woman is made privy to the silent call of the earth; by virtue 
of the reliability of the equipment she is sure of her world. World and 
earth exist for her, and for those who are with her in her mode of being, 
only thus—in the equipment. We say “only” and therewith fall into 
error; for the reliability of the equipment first gives to the simple world 
its security and assures to the earth the freedom of its steady thrust. 

The equipmental being of equipment, reliability, keeps gathered 
within itself all things according to their manner and extent. The use- 
fulness of equipment is nevertheless only the essential consequence of 
reliability. The former vibrates in the latter and would be nothing 
without it. A single piece of equipment is worn out and used up; but 
at the same time the use itself also falls into disuse, wears away, and 
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becomes usual. Thus equipmentality wastes away, sinks into mere stuff. 
In such wasting, reliability vanishes. This dwindling, however, to which 
use-things owe their boringly obtrusive usualness, is only one more 
testimony to the original nature of equipmental being. The worn-out 
usualness of the equipment then obtrudes itself as the sole mode of 
being, apparently peculiar to it exclusively. Only blank usefulness now 
remains visible. It awakens the impression that the origin of equipment 
lies in a mere fabricating that impresses a form upon some matter. 
Nevertheless, in its genuinely equipmental being, equipment stems 
from a more distant source. Matter and form and their distinction have 
a deeper origin. 

The repose of equipment resting within itself consists in its reliabil- 
ity. Only in this reliability do we discern what equipment in truth is. 
But we still know nothing of what we first sought: the thing’s thingly 
character. And we know nothing at all of what we really and solely 
seek: the workly character of the work in the sense of the work of art. 

Or have we already learned something unwittingly, in passing so to 
speak, about the work-being of the work? 

The equipmental quality of equipment was discovered. But how? 
Not by a description and explanation of a pair of shoes actually present; 
not by a report about the process of making shoes; and also not by the 
observation of the actual use of shoes occurring here and there; but 
only by bringing ourselves before Van Gogh’s painting. This painting 
spoke. In the vicinity of the work we were suddenly somewhere else 
than we usually tend to be. 

The art work let us know what shoes ate in truth. It would be the 
worst self-deception to think that our description, as a subjective 
action, had first depicted everything thus and then projected it into 
the painting. If anything is questionable here, it is rather that we ex- 
perienced too little in the neighborhood of the work and that we 
expressed the experience too crudely and too literally. But above all, 
the work did not, as it might seem at first, serve merely for a better 
visualizing of what a piece of equipment is. Rather, the equipmental- 
ity of equipment first genuinely arrives at its appearance through the 
work and only in the work. 

What happens here? What is at work in the work? Van Gogh’s 
painting is the disclosure of what the equipment, the pair of peasant 
shoes, is in truth. This entity emerges into the unconcealedness of its 
being. The Greeks called the unconcealedness of beings aletheia. We 
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say “truth” and think little enough in using this word. If there occurs 
in the work a disclosure of a particular being, disclosing what and 
how it is, then there is here an occurring, a happening of truth at 
work, 

In the work of art the truth of an entity has set itself to work. “T'o 
set” means here: to bring to a stand. Some particular entity, a pair of 
peasant shoes, comes in the work to stand in the light of its being. ‘The 
being of the being comes into the steadiness of its shining. 

The nature of art would then be this: the truth of beings setting 
itself to work. But until now art presumably has had to do with the 
beautiful and beauty, and not with truth. The arts that produce such 
works are called the beautiful or fine arts, in contrast with the applied 
or industrial arts that manufacture equipment. In fine art the art itself 
is not beautiful, but is called so because it produces the beautiful. 
Truth, in contrast, belongs to logic. Beauty, however, is reserved for 
aesthetics. 

But perhaps the proposition that art is truth setting itself to work 
intends to revive the fortunately obsolete view that art is an imitation 
and depiction of reality? The reproduction of what exists requires, to 
be sure, agreement with the actual being, adaptation to it; the Middle 
Ages called it adaequatio; Aristotle already spoke of homotosts. Agree- 
ment with what is has long been taken to be the essence of truth. But 
then, is it our opinion that this painting by Van Gogh depicts a pair 
of actually existing peasant shoes, and is a work of art because it does 
so successfully? Is it our opinion that the painting draws a likeness from 
something actual and transposes it into a product of artistic—produc- 
tion? By no means. 

The work, therefore, is not the reproduction of some particular 
entity that happens to be present at any given time; it is, on the 
contrary, the reproduction of the thing’s general essence. But then 
where and how is this general essence, so that art works are able to 
agree with it? With what nature of what thing should a Greek temple 
agree? Who could maintain the impossible view that the Idea of 
Temple is represented in the building? And yet, truth is set to work 
in such a work, if it is a work. Or let us think of Hoélderlin’s hymn, ““The 
Rhine.” What is pregiven to the poet, and how is it given, so that it 
can then be regiven in the poem? And if in the case of this hymn and 
similar poems the idea of a copy-relation between something already 
actual and the art work clearly fails, the view that the work is a copy 
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is confirmed in the best possible way by a work of the kind presented 
in C. F. Meyer’s poem “Roman Fountain.” 


Roman Fountatn 


The jet ascends and falling fills 
The marble basin circling round; 
This, veiling itself over, spills 

Into a second basin’s ground. 

The second in such plenty lives, 
Its bubbling flood a third invests, 
And each at once receives and gives 
And streams and rests. 


This is neither a poetic painting of a fountain actually present nor 
a reproduction of the general essence of a Roman fountain. Yet truth 
is put into the work. What truth is happening in the work? Can truth 
happen at all and thus be historical? Yet truth, people say, is something 
timeless and supertemporal. 

We seek the reality of the art work in order to find there the art 
prevailing within it. ‘The thingly substructure is what proved to be 
the most immediate reality in the work. But to comprehend this 
thingly feature the traditional thing-concepts are not adequate; for 
they themselves fail to grasp the nature of the thing. The currently 
predominant thing-concept, thing as formed matter, is not even de- 
rived from the nature of the thing but from the nature of equipment. 
It also turned out that equipmental being generally has long since 
occupied a peculiar preeminence in the interpretation of beings. ‘This 
preeminence of equipmentality, which however did not actually come 
to mind, suggested that we pose the question of equipment anew while 
avoiding the current interpretations. 

We allowed a work to tell us what equipment is. By this means, 
almost clandestinely, it came to light what is at work in the work: the 
disclosure of the particular being in its being, the happening of truth. 
If, however, the reality of the work can be defined solely by means of 
what is at work in the work, then what about our intention to seek out 
the real art work in its reality? As long as we supposed that the reality 
of the work lay primarily in its thingly substructure we were going 
astray. We are now confronted by a remarkable result of our consider- 
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ations—if it still deserves to be called a result at all. Two points become 
clear: 

First: the dominant thing-concepts are inadequate as means of 
grasping the thingly aspect of the work. 

Second: what we tried to treat as the most immediate reality of 
the work, its thingly substructure, does not belong to the work in 
that way at all. 

As soon as we look for such a thingly substructure in the work, we 
have unwittingly taken the work as equipment, to which we then 
also ascribe a superstructure supposed to contain its artistic quality. 
But the work is not a piece of equipment that is fitted out in addition 
with an aesthetic value that adheres to it. The work is no more any- 
thing of the kind than the bare thing is a piece of equipment that 
merely lacks the specific equipmental characteristics of usefulness and 
being made. 

Our formulation of the question of the work has been shaken be- 
cause we asked, not about the work but half about a thing and half 
about equipment. Still, this formulation of the question was not first 
developed by us. It is the formulation native to aesthetics. The way 
in which aesthetics views the art work from the outset is dominated 
by the traditional interpretation of all beings. But the shaking of this 
accustomed formulation is not the essential point. What matters is a 
first opening of our vision to the fact that what is workly in the work, 
equipmental in equipment, and thingly in the thing comes closer to 
us only when we think the Being of beings. To this end it is necessary 
beforehand that the barriers of our preconceptions fall away and that 
the current pseudo concepts be set aside. That is why we had to take 
this detour. But it brings us directly to a road that may lead to a de- 
termination of the thingly feature in the work. The thingly feature in 
the work should not be denied; but if it belongs admittedly to the 
work-being of the work, it must be conceived by way of the work’s 
workly nature. If this is so, then the road toward the determination of 
the thingly reality of the work leads not from thing to work but from 
work to thing. 

The art work opens up in its own way the Being of beings. This 
opening up, i.e., this deconcealing, i.e., the truth of beings, happens in 
the work. In the art work, the truth of what is has set itself to work. 
Art is truth setting itself to work. What is truth itself, that it sometimes 
comes to pass as art? What is this setting-itself-to-work? 
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The Work and Truth 


The origin of the art work is art. But what is art? Art is real in the 
art work. Hence we first seek the reality of the work. In what does it 
consist? Art works universally display a thingly character, albeit in a 
wholly distinct way. The attempt to interpret this thing-character of 
the work with the aid of the usual thing-concepts failed—not only be- 
cause these concepts do not lay hold of the thingly feature, but be- 
cause, in raising the question of its thingly substructure, we force the 
work into a preconceived framework by which we obstruct our own 
access to the work-being of the work. Nothing can be discovered about 
the thingly aspect of the work so long as the pure self-subsistence of the 
work has not distinctly displayed itself. 

Yet is the work ever in itself accessible? To gain access to the work, 
it would be necessary to remove it from all relations to something 
other than itself, in order to let it stand on its own for itself alone. But 
the artist’s most peculiar intention already aims in this direction. The 
work is to be released by him to its pure self-subsistence. It is precisely 
in great art—and only such art is under consideration here—that the 
artist remains inconsequential as compared with the work, almost like 
a passageway that destroys itself in the creative process for the work to 
emerge. 

Well, then, the works themselves stand and hang in collections and 
exhibitions. But are they here in themselves as the works they them- 
selves are, or are they not rather here as objects of the art industry? 
Works are made available for public and private art appreciation. Off- 
cial agencies assume the care and maintenance of works. Connoisseurs 
and critics busy themselves with them. Art dealers supply the market. 
Art-historical study makes the works the objects of a science. Yet in all 
this busy activity do we encounter the work itself? 

The Aegina sculptures in the Munich collection, Sophocles’ Antt- 
gone in the best critical edition, are, as the works they are, torn out 
of their own native sphere. However high their quality and power of 
impression, however good their state of preservation, however certain 
their interpretation, placing them in a collection has withdrawn them 
from their own world. But even when we make an effort to cancel or 
avoid such displacement of works—when, for instance, we visit the 
temple in Paestum at its own site or the Bamberg cathedral on its own 
square—the world of the work that stands there has perished. 
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World-withdrawal and world-decay can never be undone. The 
works are no longer the same as they once were. It is they themselves, to 
be stire, that we encounter there, but they themselves are gone by. 
As bygone works they stand over against us in the realm of tradition and 
conservation. Henceforth they remain merely such objects. Their 
standing before us is still indeed a consequence of, but no longer the 
same as, their former self-subsistence. This self-subsistence has fled 
from them. The whole art industry, even if carried to the extreme and 
exercised in every way for the sake of works themselves, extends only 
to the object-being of the works. But this does not constitute their 
work-being. 

But does the work still remain a work if it stands outside all relations? 
Is it not essential for the work to stand in relations? Yes, of course— 
except that it remains to ask in what relations it stands. 

Where does a work beolng? The work belongs, as work, uniquely 
within the realm that is opened up by itself. For the work-being of the 
work is present in, and only in, such opening up. We said that in the 
work there was a happening of truth at work. The reference to Van 
Gogh’s picture tried to point to this happening. With regard to it there 
arose the question as to what truth is and how truth can happen. 

We now ask the question of truth with a view to the work. But in 
order to become more familiar with what the question involves, it is 
necessary to make visible once more the happening of truth in the work. 
For this attempt let us deliberately select a work that cannot be ranked 
as representational art. | 

A building, a Greek temple, portrays nothing. It simply stands there 
in the middle of the rock-cleft valley. The building encloses the figure 
of the god, and in this concealment lets it stand out into the holy pre- 
cinct through the open portico. By means of the temple, the god is 
present in the temple. This presence of the god is in itself the extension 
and delimitation of the precinct as a holy precinct. ‘The temple and its 
precinct, however, do not fade away into the indefinite. It is the tem- 
ple-work that first fits together and at the same time gathers around 
itself the unity of those paths and relations in which birth and death, 
disaster and blessing, victory and disgrace, endurance and decline 
acquire the shape of destiny for human being. The all-governing ex- 
panse of this open relational context is the world of this historical 
people. Only from and in this expanse does the nation first return to 
itself for the fulfillment of its vocation. 
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Standing there, the building rests on the rocky ground. This resting 
of the work draws up out of the rock the mystery of that rock’s clumsy 
yet spontaneous support. Standing there, the building holds its ground 
against the storm raging above it and so first makes the storm itself 
manifest in its violence. The luster and gleam of the stone, though itself 
apparently glowing only by the grace of the sun, yet first brings to light 
the light of the day, the breadth of the sky, the darkness of the night. 
The temple’s firm towering makes visible the invisible space of air. 
The steadfastness of the work contrasts with the surge of the surf, and 
its own repose brings out the raging of the sea. Tree and grass, eagle 
and bull, snake and cricket first enter into their distinctive shapes and 
thus come to appear as what they are. The Greeks early called this 
emerging and rising in itself and in all things phusis. It clears and illumi- 
nates, also, that on which and in which man bases his dwelling. We call 
this ground the earth, What this word says is not to be associated with 
the idea of a mass of matter deposited somewhere, or with the merely 
astronomical idea of a planet. Earth is that whence the arising brings 
back and shelters everything that arises without violation. In the things 
that arise, earth is present as the shelterng agent. 

The temple-work, standing there, opens up a world and at the same 
time sets this world back again on earth, which itself only thus emerges 
as native ground. But men and animals, plants and things, are never 
present and familiar as unchangeable objects, only to represent inci- 
dentally also a fitting environment for the temple, which one fine day 
is added to what is already there. We shall get closer to what is, rather, 
if we think of all this in reverse order, assuming of course that we have, 
to begin with, an eye for how differently everything then faces us. 
Mere reversing, done for its own sake, reveals nothing. 

The temple, in its standing there, first gives to things their look and 
to men their outlook on themselves. ‘This view remains open as long 
as the work is a work, as long as the god has not fled from it. It is the 
same with the sculpture of the god, votive offering of the victor in the 
athletic games. It is not a portrait whose purpose is to make it easier 
to realize how the god looks; rather, it is a work that lets the god him- 
self be present and thus is the god himself. ‘The same holds for the 
linguistic work. In the tragedy nothing is staged or displayed theatri- 
cally, but the battle of the new gods against the old is being fought. 
The linguistic work, originating in the speech of the people, does not 
refer to this battle; it transforms the people’s saying so that now every 
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living word fights the battle and puts up for decision what is holy and 
what unholy, what great and what small, what brave and what cow- 
ardly, what lofty and what flighty, what master and what slave (cf. 
Heraclitus, Fragment 53). 

In what, then, does the work-being of the work consist? Keeping 
steadily in view the points just crudely enough indicated, two essential 
features of the work may for the moment be brought out more dis- 
tinctly. We set out here, from the long familiar foreground of the 
work’s being, the thingly character which gives support to our cus- 
tomary attitude toward the work. 

When a work is brought into a collection or placed in an exhibition 
we say also that it is “set up.” But this setting up differs essentially from 
setting up in the sense of erecting a building, raising a statue, presenting 
a tragedy at a holy festival. Such setting up is erecting in the sense of 
dedication and praise. Here “‘setting up” no longer means a bare plac- 
ing. To dedicate means to consecrate, in the sense that in setting up 
the work the holy is opened up as holy and the god is invoked into the 
openness of his presence. Praise belongs to dedication as doing honor to 
the dignity and splendor of the god. Dignity and splendor are not prop- 
erties beside and behind which the god, too, stands as something dis- 
tinct, but it is rather in the dignity, in the splendor that the god is 
present. In the reflected glory of this splendor there glows, i.e., there 
lightens itself, what we called the word. To e-rect means: to open the 
right in the sense of a guiding measure, a form in which what belongs 
to the nature of being gives guidance. But why is the setting up of a 
work an erecting that consecrates and praises? Because the work, in its 
work-being, demands it. How is it that the work comes to demand such 
a setting up? Because it itself, in its own work-being, is something that 
sets up. What does the work, as work, set up? ‘Towering up within 
itself, the work opens up a world and keeps it abidingly in force. 

To be a work means to set up a world. But what is it to be a world? 
The answer was hinted at when we referred to the temple. On the path 
we must follow here, the nature of world can only be indicated. What 
is more, this indication limits itself to warding off anything that might 
at first distort our view of the world’s nature. 

The world is not the mere collection of the countable or uncount- 
able, familiar and unfamiliar things that are just there. But neither is 
it a merely imagined framework added by our representation to the 
sum of such given things. The world worlds, and is mote fully in being 
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than the tangible and perceptible realm in which we believe ourselves 
to be at home. World is never an object that stands before us and can 
be seen. World is the ever-nonobjective to which we are subject as long 
as the paths of birth and death, blessing and curse keep us transported 
into Being. Wherever those decisions of our history that relate to our 
very being are made, are taken up and abandoned by us, go unrecog- 
nized and are rediscovered by new inquiry, there the world worlds. 
A stone is worldless. Plant and animal likewise have no world; but they 
belong to the covert throng of a surrounding into which they are linked. 
The peasant woman, on the other hand, has a world because she dwells 
in the overtness of beings, of the things that are. Her equipment, in 
its reliability, gives to this world a necessity and nearness of its own. 
By the opening up of a world, all things gain their lingering and hasten- 
ing, their remoteness and nearness, their scope and limits. In a world’s 
worlding is gathered that spaciousness out of which the protective grace 
of the gods is granted or withheld. Even this doom of the god remain- 
ing absent is a way in which world worlds. 

A work, by being a work, makes space for that spaciousness. “To 
make space for’ means here especially to liberate the Open and to 
establish it in its structure. This in-stalling occurs through the erect- 
ing mentioned earlier. The work as work sets up a world. The work 
holds open the Open of the world. But the setting up of a world is only 
the first essential feature in the work-being of a work to be referred to 
here. Starting again from the foreground of the work, we shall attempt 
to make clear in the same way the second essential feature that be- 
longs with the first. 

When a work is created, brought forth out of this or that work-ma- 
terial—stone, wood, metal, color, language, tone—we say also that it is 
made, set forth out of it. But just as the work requires a setting up in the 
sense of a consecrating-praising erection, because the work’s work-being 
consists in the setting up of a world, so a setting forth is needed because 
the work-being of the work itself has the character of setting forth. The 
work as work, in its presencing, is a setting forth, a making. But what 
does the work set forth? We come to know about this only when we 
explore what comes to the fore and is customarily spoken of as the 
making or production of works. 

To work-being there belongs the setting up of a world. ‘Thinking of it 
within this perspective, what is the nature of that in the work which is 
usually called the work material? Because it is determined by usefulness 
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and serviceability, equipment takes into its service that of which it 
consists: the matter. In fabricating equipment—e.g., an ax—stone is 
used, and used up. It disappears into usefulness. The material is all the 
better and more suitable the less it resists perishing in the equipmental 
being of the equipment. By contrast the temple-work, in setting up a 
world, does not cause the material to disappear, but rather causes it to 
come forth for the very first time and to come into the Open of the 
work’s world. The rock comes to bear and rest and so first becomes rock; 
metals come to glitter and shimmer, colors to glow, tones to sing, the 
word to speak. All this comes forth as the work sets itself back into 
the massiveness and heaviness of stone, into the firmness and pliancy 
of wood, into the hardness and luster of metal, into the lighting and 
darkening of color, into the clang of tone, and into the naming power 
of the word. 

That into which the work sets itself back and which it causes to come 
forth in this setting back of itself we called the earth. Earth is that 
which comes forth and shelters. Earth, self-dependent, is effortless 
and untiring. Upon the earth and in it, historical man grounds his 
dwelling in the world. In setting up a world, the work sets forth the 
earth. This setting forth must be thought here in the strict sense of the 
word, The work moves the earth itself into the Open of a world and 
‘keeps it there. The work lets the earth be an earth. 

But why must this setting forth of the earth happen in such a way 
that the work sets itself back into it? What is the earth that it attains 
to the unconcealed in just such a manner? A stone presses downward 
and manifests its heaviness. But while this heaviness exerts an opposing 
pressure upon us it denies us any penetration into it. If we attempt such 
a penetration by breaking open the rock, it still does not display in its 
fragments anything inward that has been disclosed. The stone has 
instantly withdrawn again into the same dull pressure and bulk of its 
fragments. If we try to lay hold of the stone’s heaviness in another way, 
by placing the stone on a balance, we merely bring the heaviness into 
the form of a calculated weight. ‘This perhaps very precise determina- 
tion of the stone remains a number, but the weight’s burden has 
escaped us. Color shines and wants only to shine. When we analyze it 
in rational terms by measuring its wavelengths, it is gone. It shows itself 
only when it remains undisclosed and unexplained. Earth thus shatters 
every attempt to penetrate into it. It causes every merely calculating 
importunity upon it to turn into a destruction. This destruction may 
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herald itself under the appearance of mastery and of progress in the 
form of the technical-scientific objectivation of nature, but this mastery 
nevertheless remains an impotence of will. The earth appears openly 
cleared as itself only when it is perceived and preserved as that which is 
by nature undisclosable, that which shrinks from every disclosure and 
constantly keeps itself closed up. All things of earth, and the earth itself 
as a whole, flow together into a reciprocal accord. But this confluence 
is not a blurring of their outlines. Here there flows the steam, restful 
within itself, of the setting of bounds, which delimits everything pres- 
ent within its presence. Thus in each of the self-secluding things there 
is the same not-knowing-of-one-another. The earth is essentially self- 
secluding. To set forth the earth means to bring it into the Open as 
the self-secluding. 

This setting forth of the earth is achieved by the work as it sets itself 
back into the earth. The self-seclusion of earth, however, is not a uni- 
form, inflexible staying under cover, but unfolds itself in an inexhausti- 
ble variety of simple modes and shapes. To be sure, the sculptor uses 
stone just as the mason uses it, in his own way. But he does not use it up. 
That happens in a certain way only where the work miscarries. To be 
sure, the painter also uses pigment, but in such a way that color is not 
used up but rather only now comes to shine forth. To be sure, the poet 
also uses the word—not, however, like ordinary speakers and writers 
who have to use them up, but rather in such a way that the word only 
now becomes and remains truly a word. 

Nowhere in the work is there any trace of a work-material. It even 
remains doubtful whether, in the essential definition of equipment, 
what the equipment consists of is properly described in its equipmental 
nature as matter. 

The setting up of a world and the setting forth of earth are two 
essential features in the work-being of the work. They belong together, 
however, in the unity of work-being. This is the unity we seek when we 
ponder the self-subsistence of the work and try to express in words this 
closed, unitary repose of self-support. 

But in the essential features just mentioned, if our account has any 
validity at all, we have indicated in the work rather a happening and 
in no sense a repose, for what is rest if not the opposite of motion? 
It is at any rate not an opposite that excludes motion from itself, but 
rather includes it. Only what is in motion can rest. The mode of rest 
varies with the kind of motion. In motion as the mere displacement of 
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a body, rest is, to be sure, only the limiting case of motion. Where rest 
includes motion, there can exist a repose which is an inner concen- 
tration of motion, hence a higher state of agitation, assuming that the 
mode of motion requires such a rest. Now the repose of the work that 
rests in itself is of this sort. We shall therefore come nearer to this 
repose if we can succeed in grasping the state of movement of the hap- 
pening in work-being in its full unity. We ask: What relation do the 
setting up of a world and the setting forth of the earth exhibit in the 
work itself? 

The world is the self-disclosing openness of the broad paths of the 
simple and essential decisions in the destiny of an historical people. ‘The 
earth is the spontaneous forthcoming of that which is continually 
self-secluding and to that extent sheltering and concealing. World and 
earth are essentially different from one another and yet are never sep- 
arated. ‘The world grounds itself on the earth, and earth juts through 
world. But the relation between world and earth does not wither away 
into the empty unity of opposites unconcerned with one another. ‘The 
world, in resting upon the earth, strives to surmount it. As self-opening 
it cannot endure anything closed. The earth, however, as sheltering 
and concealing, tends always to draw the world into itself and keep it 
there. 

The opposition of world and earth is a striving. But we would surely 
all too easily falsify its nature if we were to confound striving with dis- 
cord and dispute, and thus see it only as disorder and destruction. In 
essential striving, rather, the opponents raise each other into the self- 
assertion of their natures. Self-assertion of nature, however, is never a 
rigid insistence upon some contingent state, but surrender to the con- 
cealed originality of the source of one’s own being. In the struggle, 
each opponent carries the other beyond itself. ‘Thus the striving be- 
comes ever more intense as striving, and more authentically what it is. 
‘The more the struggle overdoes itself on its own part, the more in- 
flexibly do the opponents let themselves go into the intimacy of simple 
belonging to one another. The earth cannot dispense with the Open 
of the world if it itself is to appear as earth in the liberated surge of its 
self-seclusion. ‘The world, again, cannot soar out of the earth’s sight 
if, as the governing breadth and path of all essential destiny, it is to 
ground itself on a resolute foundation. 

In setting up a world and setting forth the earth, the work is an in- 
stigating of this striving. ‘This does not happen so that the work should 
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at the same time settle and put an end to the conflict in an insipid agree- 
ment, but so that the strife may remain a strife. Setting up a world and 
setting forth the earth, the work accomplishes this striving. ‘The work- 
being of the work consists in the fighting of the battle between world 
and earth. It is because the struggle arrives at its high point in the 
simplicity of intimacy that the unity of the work comes about in the 
fighting of the battle. The fighting of the battle is the continually 
self-overreaching gathering of the work’s agitation. The repose of the 
work that rests in itself thus has its presencing in the intimacy of striving. 

From this repose of the work we can now first see what is at work in 
the work. Until now it was a merely provisional assertion that in an art 
work the truth is set to work. In what way does truth happen in the 
work-being of the work, i.e., now, how does truth happen in the fighting 
of the battle between world and earth? What is truth? 

How slight and stunted our knowledge of the nature of truth is, is 
shown by the laxity we permit ourselves in using this basic word. By 
truth is usually meant this or that particular truth. ‘That means: some- 
thing true. A cognition articulated in a proposition can be of this sort. 
However, we call not only a proposition true, but also a thing, true 
gold in contrast with sham gold. True here means genuine, real gold. 
What does the expression “real” mean here? To us it is what is in truth. 
The true is what corresponds to the real, and the real is what is in 
truth. The circle has closed again. 

What does “‘in truth” mean? Truth is the essence of the true. What 
do we have in mind when speaking of essence? Usually it is thought to 
be those features held in common by everything that is true. The es- 
sence is discovered in the generic and universal concept, which repre- 
sents the one feature that holds indifferently for many things. ‘This in- 
different essence (essentiality in the sense of essentia) is, however, only 
the inessential essence. What does the essential essence of something 
consist in? Presumably it lies in what the entity is in truth. The true 
essential nature of a thing is determined by way of its true being, by 
way of the truth of the given being. But we are now seeking not the 
truth of essential nature but the essential nature of truth. There thus 
appears a curious tangle. Is it only a curiosity or even merely the empty 
sophistry of a conceptual game, or is it—an abyss? 

Truth means the nature of the true. We think this nature in recol- 
lecting the Greek word aletheia, the unconcealedness of beings. But 
is this enough to define the nature of truth? Are we not passing off a 


678 / Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


mere change of word usage—unconcealedness instead of truth—as a 
characterization of fact? Certainly we do not get beyond an interchange 
of names as long as we do not come to know what must have hap- 
pened in order to be compelled to tell the nature of truth in the word 
“unconcealedness.” 

Does this require a revival of Greek philosophy? Not at all. A revival, 
even if such an impossibility were possible, would be of no help to us; 
for the hidden history of Greek philosophy consists from its beginning 
in this, that it does not remain in conformity with the nature of truth 
that flashes out in the word aletheia, and has to misdirect its knowing 
and its speaking about the nature of truth more and more into the dis- 
cussion of a derivative nature of truth. The nature of truth as aletheia 
was not thought out in the thinkng of the Greeks nor since then, and 
least of all in the philosophy that followed after. Unconcealedness is, 
for thought, the most concealed thing in Greek existence, although 
from early times it determines the presence of everything present. 

Yet why should we not be satisfied with the nature of truth that has 
by now been familiar to us for centuries? Truth means today and has 
long meant the agreement or conformity of knowledge with fact. How- 
ever, the fact must show itself to be fact if knowledge and the proposi- 
tion that forms and expresses knowledge are to be able to conform to 
the fact; otherwise the fact cannot become binding on the proposition. 
How can fact show itself if it cannot itself stand forth out of concealed- 
ness, if it does not itself stand in the unconcealed? A proposition is true 
by conforming to the unconcealed, to what is true. Propositional 
truth is always, and always exclusively, this correctness. The critical 
concepts of truth which, since Descartes, start out from truth as cer- 
tainty, are merely variations of the definition of truth as correctness. 
This nature of truth which is familiar to us—correctness in represen- 
tation—stands and falls with truth as unconcealedness of beings. 

If here and elsewhere we conceive of truth as unconcealedness, we 
are not merely taking refuge in a more literal translation of a Greek 
word. We are reminding ourselves of what, unexperienced and un- 
thought, underlies our familiar and therefore outworn nature of truth 
in the sense of correctness. We do, of course, occasionally take the 
trouble to concede that naturally, in order to understand and verify the 
correctness (truth) of a proposition one really should go back to some- 
thing that is already evident, and that this presupposition is indeed un- 
avoidable. As long as we talk and believe in this way, we always under- 
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stand truth merely as correctness, which of course still requires a further 
presupposition, that we ourselves just happen to make, heaven knows 
how or why. 

But it is not we who presuppose the unconcealedness of beings; 
rather, the unconcealedness of beings (Being) puts us into such a con- 
dition of being that in our representation we always remain installed 
within and in attendance upon unconcealedness. Not only must that 
in conformity with which a cognition orders itself be already in some 
way unconcealed. The entire realm in which this “conforming to some- 
thing” goes on must already occur as a whole in the unconcealed; and 
this holds equally of that for which the conformity of a proposition to 
fact becomes manifest. With all our correct representations we would 
get nowhere, we could not even presuppose that there already is mam- 
fest something to which we can conform ourselves, unless the uncon- 
cealedness of beings had already exposed us to, placed us in that lighted 
realm in which every being stands for us and from which it withdraws. 

But how does this take place? How does truth happen as this uncon- 
cealedness? First, however, we must say more clearly what this un- 
concealedness itself is. 

Things are, and human beings, gifts, and sacrifices are, animals and 
plants are, equipment and works are. That which is, the particular 
being, stands in Being. Through Being there passes a veiled destiny that 
is ordained between the godly and the countergodly. ‘There is much in 
being that man cannot master. There is but little that comes to be 
known. What is known remains inexact, what is mastered insecure. 
What is, is never of our making or even merely the product of our 
minds, as it might all too easily seem. When we contemplate this 
whole as one, then we apprehend, so it appears, all that is—though we 
grasp it crudely enough. 

And yet—beyond what is, not away from it but before it, there is 
still something else that happens. In the midst of beings as a whole an 
open place occurs. There is a clearing, a lighting. Thought of in refer- 
ence to what is, to beings, this clearing is in a greater degree than are 
beings. This open center is therefore not surrounded by what is; rather, 
the lighting center itself encircles all that is, like the Nothing which 
we scarcely know. 

That which is can only be, as a being, if it stands within and stands 
out within what is lighted in this clearing. Only this clearing grants 
and guarantees to us humans a passage to those beings that we our- 


680/ Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


selves are not, and access to the being that we ourselves are. Thanks to 
this clearing, beings are unconcealed in certain changing degrees. And 
yet a being can be concealed, too, only within the sphere of what is 
lighted. Each being we encounter and which encounters us keeps to 
this curious opposition of presence in that it always withholds itself 
at the same time in a concealedness. The clearing in which beings stand 
is in itself at the same time concealment. Concealment, however, pre- 
vails in the midst of beings in a twofold way. 

Beings refuse themselves to us down to that one and seemingly least 
feature which we touch upon most readily when we can say no more 
of beings than that they are. Concealment as refusal is not simply and 
only the limit of knowledge in any given circumstance, but the begin- 
ning of the clearing of what is lighted. But concealment, though of 
another sort, to be sure, at the same time also occurs within what is 
lighted. One being places itself in front of another being, the one helps 
to hide the other, the former obscures the latter, a few obstruct many, 
one denies all. Here concealment is not simple refusal. Rather, a being 
appears, but it presents itself as other than it is. 

This concealment is dissembling. If one being did not simulate an- 
other, we could not make mistakes or act mistakenly in regard to 
beings; we could not go astray and transgress, and especially could 
never overreach ourselves. That a being should be able to deceive as 
semblance is the condition for our being able to be deceived, not con- 
versely. 

Concealment can be a refusal or merely a dissembling. We are never 
fully certain whether it is the one or the other. Concealment conceals 
and dissembles itself. ‘This means: the open place in the midst of 
beings, the clearing, is never a rigid stage with a permanently raised 
curtain on which the play of beings runs its course. Rather, the clear- 
ing happens only as this double concealment. The unconcealedness of 
beings—this is never a merely existent state, but a happening. Uncon- 
cealedness (truth) is neither an attribute of factual things in the sense 
of beings, nor one of propositions. 

We believe we are at home in the immediate circle of beings. That 
which is, is familiar, reliable, ordinary. Nevertheless, the clearing is 
pervaded by a constant concealment in the double form of refusal and 
dissembling. At bottom, the ordinary is not ordinary; it is extra-ordi- 
nary, uncanny. The nature of truth, that is, of unconcealedness, is domi- 
nated throughout by a denial. Yet this denial is not a defect or a fault, 
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as though truth were an unalloyed unconcealedness that has rid itself 
of everything concealed. If truth could accomplish this, it would no 
longer be itself. This denial, in the form of a double concealment, be- 
longs to the nature of truth as unconcealedness. Truth, in its nature, 1s 
un-truth. We put the matter this way in order to serve notice, with a 
possibly surprising trenchancy; that denial in the manner of conceal- 
ment belongs to unconcealedness as clearing. The proposition, “the 
nature of truth is untruth,” is not, however, intended to state that truth 
is at bottom falsehood. Nor does it mean that truth is never itself but, 
viewed dialectically, is always also its opposite. 

Truth occurs precisely as itself in that the concealing denial, as re- 
fusal, provides its constant source to all clearing, and yet, as dissemb- 
ling, it metes out to all clearing the indefeasible severity of error. Con- 
cealing denial is intended to denote that opposition in the nature of 
truth which subsists between clearing, or lighting, and concealing. It is 
the opposition of the primal conflict. The nature of truth is, in itself, 
the primal conflict in which that open center is won within which 
what is, stands, and from which it sets itself back into itself. 

This Open happens in the midst of beings. It exhibits an essential 
feature which we have already mentioned. To the Open there belong a 
world and the earth. But the world is not simply the Open that corre- 
sponds to clearing, and the earth is not simply the Closed that corre- 
sponds to concealment. Rather, the world is the clearing of the paths 
of the essential guiding directions with which all decision complies. 
Every decision, however, bases itself on something not mastered, some- 
thing concealed, confusing; else it would never be a decision. ‘The earth 
is not simply the Closed but rather that which rises up as self-closing. 
World and earth are always intrinsically and essentially in conflict, 
belligerent by nature. Only as such do they enter into the conflict of 
clearing and concealing. 

Earth juts through the world and world grounds itself on the earth 
only so far as truth happens as the primal conflict between clearing and 
concealing. But how does truth happen? We answer: it happens in a 
few essential ways. One of these ways in which truth happens is the 
work-being of the work. Setting up a world and setting forth the earth, 
the work is the fighting of the battle in which the unconcealedness of 
beings as a whole, or truth, is won. 

Truth happens in the temple’s standing where it is. This does not 
mean that something is correctly represented and rendered here, but 
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that what is as a whole is brought into unconcealedness and held 
therein. To hold (halten) originally means to tend, keep, take care 
(hiiten). ‘Truth happens in Van Gogh’s painting. This does not mean 
that something is correctly portrayed, but rather that in the revelation 
of the equipmental being of the shoes, that which is as a whole—world 
and earth in their counterplay—attains to unconcealedness. 

Thus in the work it is truth, not only something true, that is at work. 
The picture that shows the peasant shoes, the poem that says the Ro- 
man fountain, do not just make manifest what this isolated being as 
such is—if indeed they manifest anything at all; rather, they make 
unconcealedness as such happen in regard to what is as a whole. ‘The 
more simply and authentically the shoes are engrossed in their nature, 
the more plainly and purely the fountain is engrossed in its nature—the 
more directly and engagingly do all beings attain to a greater degree of 
being along with them. That is how self-concealing being is illumi- 
nated. Light of this kind joins its shining to and into the work. This 
shining, joined in the work, is the beautiful. Beauty is one way in which 
truth occurs as unconcealedness. 

We now, indeed, grasp the nature of truth more clearly in certain 
respects. What is at work in the work may accordingly have become 
more Clear. But the work’s now visible work-being still does not tell us 
anything about the work’s closest and most obtrusive reality, about the 
thingly aspect of the work. Indeed it almost seems as though, in pursu- 
ing the exclusive aim of grasping the work’s independence as purely as 
possible, we had completely overlooked the one thing, that a work is 
always a work, which means that it is something worked out, brought 
about, effected. If there is anything that distinguishes the work as work, 
it is that the work has been created. Since the work is created, and 
creation requires a medium out of which and in which it creates, the 
thingly element, too, enters into the work. This is incontestable. Still 
the question remains: how does being created belong to the work? This 
can be elucidated only if two points are cleared up: 

1. What do being created and creation mean here in distinction 
from making and being made? 

2. What is the inmost nature of the work itself, from which alone 
can be gauged how far createdness belongs to the work and how far it 
determines the work-being of the work? 

Creation is here always thought of in reference to the work. To the 
nature of the work there belongs the happening of truth. From the 
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outset we define the nature of creating by its relation to the nature of 
truth as the unconcealedness of beings. The pertinence of createdness 
to the work can be elucidated only by way of a more fundamental clar- 
fication of the nature of truth. The question of truth and its nature 
returns again. 

We must raise that question once more, if the proposition that 
truth is at work in the work is not to remain a mete assertion. 

We must now first ask in a more essential way: how does the impulse 
toward such a thing as a work lie in the nature of truth? Of what nature 
is truth, that it can be set into work, or even under certain conditions 
must be set into work, in order to be as truth? But we defined the set- 
ting-into-a-work of truth as the nature of art. Hence our last question 
becomes: 

What is truth, that it can happen as, or even must happen as, art? 
How is it that art exists at all? 


Truth and Art 


Art is the origin of the art work and of the artist. Origin is the source 
of the nature in which the being of an entity is present. What is art? 
We seek its nature in the actual work. The actual reality of the work 
has been defined by that which is at work in the work, by the happening 
of truth. This happening we think of as the fighting of the conflict be- 
tween world and earth. Repose occurs in the concentrated agitation of 
this conflict. The independence or self-composure of the work 1s 
grounded here. 

In the work, the happening of truth is at work. But what is thus at 
work, is so in the work. This means that the actual work is here already 
presupposed as the bearer of this happening. At once the problem of 
the thingly feature of the given work confronts us again. One thing thus 
finally becomes clear: however zealously we inquire into the work’s 
self-sufficiency, we shall still fail to find its actuality as long as we do 
not also agree to take the work as something worked, effected. ‘To take 
it thus lies closest at hand, for in the word “work” we hear what is 
worked. The workly character of the work consists in its having been 
created by the artist. It may seem curious that this most obvious and 
all-clarifying definition of the work is mentioned only now. 

The work’s createdness, however, can obviously be grasped only in 
terms of the process of creation. Thus, constrained by the facts, we 
must consent after all to go into the activity of the artist in order to 
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arrive at the origin of the work of art. The attempt to define the work- 
being of the work purely in terms of the work itself proves to be un- 
feasible. 

In tuming away now from the work to examine the nature of the 
creative process, we should like nevertheless to keep in mind what was 
said first of the picture of the peasant shoes and later of the Greek 
temple. 

We think of creation as a bringing forth. But the making of equip- 
ment, too, is a bringing forth. Handicraft—a remarkable play of lan- 
guage—does not, to be sure, create works, not even when we contrast, 
as we must, the handmade with the factory product. But what is it that 
distinguishes bringing forth as creation from bringing forth in the mode 
of making? It is as difficult to track down the essential features of the 
creation of works and the making of equipment as it is easy to distin- 
guish verbally between the two modes of bringing forth. Going along 
with first appearances we find the same procedure in the activity of 
potter and sculptor, of joiner and painter. The creation of a work re- 
quires craftsmanship. Great artists prize craftsmanship most highly. 
They are the first to call for its painstaking cultivation, based on com- 
plete mastery. They above all others constantly strive to educate them- 
selves ever anew in thorough craftsmanship. It has often enough been 
pointed out that the Greeks, who knew quite a bit about works of art, 
use the same word techne for craft and art and call the craftsman and 
the artist by the same name: technites. 

It thus seems advisable to define the nature of creative work in 
terms of its craft aspect. But reference to the linguistic usage of the 
Greeks, with their experience of the facts, must give us pause. How- 
ever usual and convincing the reference may be to the Greek practice 
of naming craft and art by the same name, techne, it nevertheless re- 
mains oblique and superficial; for techne signifies neither craft nor art, 
and not at all the technical in our present-day sense; it never means a 
kind of practical performance. 

The word techne denotes rather a mode of knowing. To know means 
to have seen, in the widest sense of seeing, which means to apprehend 
what is present, as such. For Greek thought the nature of knowing 
consists in aletheia, that is, in the uncovering of beings. It supports and 
guides all comportment toward beings. Techne, as knowledge experi- 
enced in the Greek manner, is a bringing forth of beings in that it brings 
forth present beings as such beings out of concealedness and specifically 
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into the unconcealedness of their appearance; techne never signifies 
the action of making. 

The artist is a technites not because he is also a craftsman, but be- 
cause both the setting forth of works and the setting forth of equip- 
ment occur in a bringing forth and presenting that causes beings in the 
first place to come forward and be present in assuming an appearance. 
Yet all this happens in the midst of the being that grows out of its own 
accord, phusis. Calling art techne does not at all imply that the artist’s 
action is seen in the light of craft. What looks like craft in the creation 
of a work is of a different sort. This doing is determined and pervaded 
by the nature of creation, and indeed remains contained within that 
creating. 

What then, if not craft, is to guide our thinking about the nature of 
creation? What else than a view of what is to be created: the work? 
Although it becomes actual only as the creative act is performed, and 
thus depends for its reality upon this act, the nature of creation is de- 
termined by the nature of the work. Even though the work’s created- 
ness has a relation to creation, nevertheless both createdness and crea- 
tion must be defined in terms of the work-being of the work. And now 
it can no longer seem strange that we first and at length dealt with 
the work alone, to bring its createdness into view only at the end. If 
createdness belongs to the work as essentially as the word “work” makes 
it sound, then we must try to understand even more essentially what so 
far could be defined as the work-being of the work. 

In the light of the definition of the work we have reached at this 
point, according to which the happening of truth is at work in the 
work, we are able to characterize creation as follows: to create is to 
cause something to emerge as a thing that has been brought forth. ‘The 
work’s becoming a work is a way in which truth becomes and happens. 
It all rests on the nature of truth. But what is truth, that it has to hap- 
pen in such a thing as something created? How does truth have an im- 
pulse toward a work grounded in its very nature? Is this intelligible in 
terms of the nature of truth as thus far elucidated? 

Truth is un-truth, insofar as there belongs to it the reservoir of the 
not-yet-uncovered, the un-uncovered, in the sense of concealment. In 
unconcealedness, as truth, there occurs also the other “un-” of a double 
restraint or refusal. ‘Truth occurs as such in the opposition of clearing 
and double concealing. ‘Truth is the primal conflict in which, always 
in some particular way, the Open is won within which everything stands 
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and from which everything withholds itself that shows itself and with- 
draws itself as a being. Whenever and however this conflict breaks out 
and happens, the opponents, lighting or clearing and concealing, 
move apart because of it. Thus the Open of the place of conflict is won. 
The openness of this Open, that is, truth, can be what it is, namely, 
this openness, only if and as long as it establishes itself within its Open. 
Hence there must always be some being in this Open, something that 
is, in which the openness takes its stand and attains its constancy. In 
takng possession thus of the Open, the openness holds open the Open 
and sustains it. Setting and taking possession are here everywhere drawn 
from the Greek sense of thesis, which means a setting up in the uncon- 
cealed. 

In referring to this self-establishing of openness in the Open, think- 
ing touches on a sphere that cannot yet be explicated here. Only this 
much should be noted, that if the nature of the unconcealedness of 
beings belongs in any way to Being itself (cf. Being and Time, § 44*), 
then Being, by way of its own nature, lets the place of openness (the 
lighting-clearing of the There) happen, and introduces it as a place of 
the sort in which each being emerges or arises in its own way. 

Truth happens only by establishing itself in the conflict and sphere 
opened up by truth itself. Because truth is the opposition of clearing 
and concealing, there belongs to it what is here to be called establish- 
ing. But truth does not exist in itself beforehand, somewhere among 
the stars, only later to descend elsewhere among beings. This is impos- 
sible for the reason alone that it is after all only the openness of beings 
that first affords the possibility of a somewhere and of a place filled by 
present beings. Clearing of openness and establishment in the Open 
belong together. ‘They are the same single nature of the happening of 
truth. This happening is historical in many ways. 

One essential way in which truth establishes itself in the beings it has 
opened up is truth setting itself into work. Another way in which truth 
occurs 1s the act that founds a political state. Still another way in which 
truth comes to shine forth is the nearness of that which is not simply a 
being, but the being that is most of all. Still another way in which truth 
grounds itself is the essential sacrifice. Still another way in which truth 
becomes is the thinker’s questioning, which, as the thinking of Being, 


* Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, translated by John Macquarrie and 
Edward Robinson, New York: Harper & Row, 1962.—Tr. 
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names Being in its question-worthiness. By contrast, science 1s not an 
original happening of truth, but always the cultivation of a domain of 
truth already opened, specifically by apprehending and confirming that 
which shows itself to be possibly and necessarily correct within that 
field. When and insofar as a science passes beyond correctness and 
goes on toa truth, which means that it arrives at the essential disclosure 
of what is as such, it is philosophy. 

Because it is in the nature of truth to establish itself within that 
which is, in order thus first to become truth, therefore the impulse 
toward the work lies in the nature of truth as one of truth’s distinctive 
possibilities by which it can itself occur as being in the midst of beings. 

The establishing of truth in the work is the bringing forth of a being 
such as never was before and will never come to be again. The bringing 
forth places this being in the Open in such a way that what is to be 
brought forth first clears the openness of the Open into which it comes 
forth. Where this bringing forth expressly brings the openness of 
beings, or truth, that which is brought forth is a work. Creation is such 
a bringing forth. As such a bringing, it is rather a receiving and an in- 
corporating of a relation to unconcealedness. What, accordingly, does 
the createdness consist in? It may be elucidated by two essential de- 
terminations. 

Truth establishes itself in the work. Truth is present only as the con- 
flict between lighting and concealing in the opposition of world and 
earth. Truth wills to be established in the work as this conflict of world 
and earth. The conflict is not to be resolved in a being brought forth 
for the purpose, nor is it to be merely housed there; the conflict, on the 
contrary, is started by it. This being must therefore contain within it- 
self the essential traits of the conflict. In the strife the unity of world 
and earth is won. As a world opens itself, it submits to the decision of an 
historical humanity the question of victory and defeat, blessing and 
curse, mastery and slavery. The dawning world brings out what is as yet 
undecided and measureless, and thus discloses the hidden necessity of 
measure and decisiveness. 

But as a world opens itself the earth comes to rise up. It stands forth 
as that which bears all, as that which is sheltered in its own law and 
always wrapped up in itself. World demands its decisiveness and its 
measure and lets beings attain to the Open of their paths. Earth, bearing 
and jutting, strives to keep itself closed and to entrust everything to 
its law. The conflict is not a rift (Riss) as a mere cleft is ripped open; 
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rather, it is the intimacy with which opponents belong to each other. 
This rift carries the opponents into the source of their unity by virtue 
of their common ground. It is a basic design, an outline sketch, that 
draws the basic features of the rise of the lighting of beings. This rift 
does not let the opponents break apart; it brings the opposition of mea- 
sure and boundary into their common outline. 

Truth establishes itself as a strife within a being that is to be brought 
forth only in such a way that the conflict opens up in this being, that is, 
this being is itself brought into the rift-design. The rift-design is the 
drawing together, into a unity, of sketch and basic design, breach and 
outline. Truth establishes itself in a being in such a way, indeed, that 
this being itself occupies the Open of truth. This occupying, however, 
can happen only if what is to be brought forth, the rift, entrusts itself 
to the self-secluding factor that juts up in the Open. The rift must set 
itself back into the heavy weight of stone, the dumb hardness of wood, 
the dark glow of colors. As the earth takes the rift back into itself, the 
rift is first set forth into the Open and thus placed, that is, set, within 
that which towers up into the Open as self-closing and sheltering. 

The strife that is brought into the rift and thus set back into the earth 
and thus fixed in place is figure, shape, Gestalt. Createdness of the 
work means: truth’s being fixed in place in the figure. Figure is the 
structure in whose shape the rift composes and submits itself. This 
composed rift is the fitting or joining of the shining of truth. What is 
here called figure, Gestalt, is always to be thought in terms of the 
particular placing (Stellen) and framing or framework (Ge-stell) as 
which the work occurs when it sets itself up and sets itself forth. 

In the creation of a work, the conflict, as rift, must be set back into 
the earth, and the earth itself must be set forth and used as the self- 
closing factor. This use, however, does not use up or misuse the earth 
as matter, but rather sets it free to be nothing but itself. This use of 
the earth is a working with it that, to be sure, looks like the employ- 
ment of matter in handicraft. Hence the appearance that artistic crea- 
tion is also an activity of handicraft. It never is. But it is at all times a 
use of the earth in the fixing in place of truth in the figure. In contrast, 
the making of equipment is never directly the effecting of the happen- 
ing of truth. The production of equipment is finished when a material 
has been so formed as to be ready for use. For equipment to be ready 
means that it is dismissed beyond itself, to be used up in serviceability. 
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Not so when a work is created. This becomes clear in the light of 
the second characterstic, which may be introduced here. 

The readiness of equipment and the createdness of the work agree 
in this, that in each case something is produced. But in contrast to all 
other modes of production, the work is distinguished by being created 
so that its createdness is part of the created work. But does not this 
hold true for everything brought forth, indeed for anything that has 
in any way come to be? Everything brought forth surely has this en- 
dowment of having-been brought forth, if it has any endowment at all. 
Certainly. But in the work, createdness is expressly created into the 
created being, so that it stands out from it, from the being thus brought 
forth, in an expressly particular way. If this is how matters stand, then 
we must also be able to discover and experience the createdness ex- 
plicitly in the work. 

The emergence of createdness from the work does not mean that 
the work is to give the impression of having been made by a great artist. 
The point is not that the created being be certified as the performance 
of a capable person, so that the producer is thereby brought to public 
notice. It is not the “N. N. fecit” that is to be made known. Rather, the 
simple “factum est” is to be held forth into the Open by the work: 
namely this, that unconcealedness of what is has happened here, and 
that as this happening it happens here for the first time; or that such a 
work is at all rather than is not. The thrust that the work as this work is, 
and the uninterruptedness of this plain thrust, constitute the stead- 
fastness of the work’s self-subsistence. Precisely where the artist and 
the process and the circumstances of the genesis of the work remain 
unknown, this thrust, this “that it is” of createdness, emerges into view 
most purely from the work. 

To be sure, “that” it is made is a property also of all equipment that 
is available and in use. But this “that” does not become prominent in 
the equipment; it disappears in usefulness. ‘The more handy a piece of 
equipment is, the more inconspicuous it remains that, for example, 
such a hammer is and the more exclusively does the equipment keep 
itself in its equipmentality. In general, of everything present to us, we 
can note that it is; but this also, if it is noted at all, is noted only soon 
to fall into oblivion, as is the wont of everything commonplace. And 
what is more commonplace than this, that a being is? In a work, by con- 
trast, this fact, that it is as a work, is just what is unusual. The event of 
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its being created does not simply reverberate through the work; rather, 
the work casts before itself the eventful fact that the work is as this 
work, and it has constantly this fact about itself. The more essentially 
the work opens itself, the more luminous becomes the uniqueness of 
the fact that it is rather than is not. The more essentially this thrust 
comes into the Open, the stronger and more solitary the work becomes. 
In the bringing forth of the work there lies this offering “that it be.” 

The question of the work’s createdness ought to have brought us 
nearer to its workly character and therewith to its reality. Createdness 
revealed itself as the conflict’s being fixed in place in the figure by 
means of the rift. Createdness here is itself expressly created into the 
work and stands as the silent thrust into the Open of the “that.” But 
the work’s reality does not exhaust itself even in createdness. However, 
this view of the nature of the work’s createdness now enables us to take 
the step toward which everything thus far said tends. 

The more solitarily the work, fixed in the figure, stands on its own 
and the more cleanly it seems to cut all ties to human beings, the more 
simply does the thrust come into the Open that such a work is, and 
the more essentially is the extraordinary thrust to the surface and the 
long-familiar thrust down. But this multiple thrusting is nothing vio- 
lent, for the more purely the work is itself transported into the open- 
ness of beings—an openness opened by itself—the more simply does 
it transport us into this openness and thus at the same time transport 
us out of the realm of the ordinary. To submit to this displacement 
means: to transform our accustomed ties to world and to earth and 
henceforth to restrain all usual doing and prizing, knowing and look- 
ing, in order to stay within the truth that is happening in the work. 
Only the restraint of this staying lets what is created be the work that 
it is. ‘This letting the work be a work we call the preserving of the work. 
It is only for such preserving that the work yields itself in its created- 
ness as actual, i.e., now: present in the manner of a work. 

Just as a work cannot be without being created but is essentially in 
need of creators, so what is created cannot itself come into being with- 
out those who preserve it. 

However, if a work does not find preservers, does not at once find 
them such as respond to the truth happening in the work, this does 
not at all mean that the work may also be a work without preservers. 
Being a work, it always remains tied to preservers, even and particu- 
larly when it is still only waiting for preservers and only pleads and 
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waits for them to enter into its truth. Even the oblivion into which 
the work can sink is not nothing; it is still a preservation. It feeds on 
the work. Preserving the work means: standing within the openness of 
beings that happens in the work. This “standing-within” of preserva- 
tion, however, is a knowing. Yet knowing does not consist in mere in- 
formation and notions about something. He who truly knows what is, 
knows what he wills to do in the midst of what is. 

The willing here referred to, which neither merely applies knowl- 
edge nor decides beforehand, is thought of in terms of the basic ex- 
perience of thinking in Being and Time. Knowing that remains a will- 
ing, and willing that remains a knowing, is the existing human being’s 
entrance into and compliance with the unconcealedness of Being. ‘The 
resoluteness intended in Being and Time is not the deliberate action 
of a subject, but the opening up of human being, out of its captivity in 
that which is, to the openness of Being.* However, in existence, man 
does not proceed from some inside to some outside; rather, the nature 
of Existenz is out-standing standing-within the essential sunderance of 
the clearing of beings. Neither in the creation mentioned before nor 
in the willing mentioned now do we think of the performance or act of 
a subject striving toward himself as his self-set goal. 

Willing is the sober resolution of that existential self-transcendence 
which exposes itself to the openness of beings as it is set into the work. 
In this way, standing-within is brought under law. Preserving the work, 
as. knowing, is a sober standing-within the extraordinary awesomeness 
of the truth that is happening in the work. 

This knowledge, which as a willing makes its home in the work’s 
truth and only thus remains a knowing, does not deprive the work of 
its independence, does not drag it into the sphere of mere experience, 
and does not degrade it to the role of a stimulator of experience. Pre- 
serving the work does not reduce people to their private experiences, but 
brings them into affiliation with the truth happening in the work. 
Thus it grounds being for and with one another as the historical stand- 
ing-out of human existence in reference to unconcealedness. Most of 
all, knowledge in the manner of preserving is far removed from that 
merely aestheticizing connoisseurship of the work’s formal aspects, its 
qualities and charms. Knowing as having seen is a being resolved; it 


* The word for resoluteness, Entschlossenheit, if taken literally, would mean 
“unclosedness.””—TR. 
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is standing within the conflict that the work has fitted into the rift. 

The proper way to preserve the work is cocreated and prescribed 
only and exclusively by the work. Preserving occurs at different levels 
of knowledge, with always differing degrees of scope, constancy, and 
lucidity. When works are offered for merely artistic enjoyment, this 
does not yet prove that they stand in preservation as works. 

As soon as the thrust into the extraordinary is parried and captured 
by the sphere of familiarity and connoisseurship, the art business has 
begun. Even a painstaking handing on of works to posterity, all scien- 
tific efforts to regain them, no longer reach the work’s own being, but 
only a recollection of it. But even this recollection may still offer to the 
work a place from which it joins in shaping history. The work’s own 
peculiar reality, on the other hand, is brought to bear only where the 
work is preserved in the truth that happens by the work itself. 

The work’s reality is determined in its basic features by the nature of 
the work’s being. We can now retum to our opening question: how 
do matters stand with the work’s thingly feature that is to guarantee 
its immediate reality? They stand so that now we no longer raise this 
question about the work’s thingly element; for as long as we ask it, we 
take the work directly and as a foregone conclusion, as an object that is 
simply there. In that way we never question in terms of the work, but 
in our own terms. In our terms—we, who then do not let the work be 
a work but view it as an object that is supposed to produce this or that 
state of mind in us. 

But what looks like the thingly element, in the sense of our usual 
thing-concepts, in the work taken as object, is, seen from the perspective 
of the work, its earthy character. The earth juts up within the work 
because the work exists as something in which truth is at work and 
because truth occurs only by installing itself within a particular being. 
In the earth, however, as essentially self-closing, the openness of the 
Open finds the greatest resistance (to the Open) and thereby the site of 
the Open’s constant stand, where the figure must be fixed in place. 

Was it then superfluous, after all, to enter into the question of the 
thingly character of the thing? By no means. To be sure, the work’s 
work-character cannot be defined in terms of its thingly character, but 
as against that the question about the thing’s thingly character can be 
brought into the right course by way of a knowledge of the work’s work- 
character. This is no small matter, if we recollect that those ancient, 
traditional modes of thought attack the thing’s thingly character and 
make it subject to an interpretation of what is as a whole, which remains 
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unfit to apprehend the nature of equipment and of the work, and which 
makes us equally blind to the original nature of truth. 

To determine the thing’s thingness neither consideration of the 
bearer of properties is adequate, nor that of the manifold of sense data 
in their unity, and least of all that of the matter-form structure regarded 
by itself, which is derived from equipment. Anticipating a meaningful 
and weighty interpretation of the thingly character of things, we must 
aim at the thing’s belonging to the earth. The nature of the earth, in its 
free and unhurried bearing and self-closure, reveals itself, however, only 
in the earth’s jutting into a world, in the opposition of the two. This 
conflict is fixed in place in the figure of the work and becomes mant- 
fest by it. What holds true of equipment—namely that we come to 
know its equipmental character specifically only through the work itself 
—also holds of the thingly character of the thing. ‘The fact that we 
never know thingness directly, and if we know it at all, then only 
vaguely and thus require the work—this fact proves indirectly that in 
the work’s work-being the happening of truth, the opening up or 
disclosure of what is, is at work. 

But, we might finally object, if the work is indeed to bring thingness 
cogently into the Open, must it not then itself—and indeed before its 
own creation and for the sake of its creation—have been brought into 
a relation with the things of earth, with nature? Someone who was 
bound to know what he was talking about, Albrecht Diirer, did after all 
make the well-known remark: “For in truth, art lies hidden within 
nature; he who can wrest it from her, has it.” “Wrest” here means to 
draw out the rift and to draw the design with the drawing-pen on the 
drawing-board.* But we at once raise the counterquestion: how can the 
rift-design be drawn out if it is not brought into the Open by the crea- 
tive sketch as a rift, which is to say, brought out beforehand as a conflict 
of measure and unmeasure? True, there lies hidden in nature a rift- 
design, a measure and a boundary and, tied to it, a capacity for bringing 
forth—that is, art. But it is equally certain that this art hidden in nature 
becomes manifest only through the work, because it lies originally in 
the work. 

The trouble we are taking over the reality of the work is intended as 
spadework for discovering art and the nature of art in the actual work. 
The question concerning the nature of art, the way toward knowledge 


* “Reissen heisst hier Herausholen des Risses und den Riss reissen mit der 
Reissfeder auf dem Reissbrett.”’ 
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of it, is first to be placed on a firm ground again. The answer to the 
question, like every genuine answer, is only the final result of the last 
step in a long series of questions. Each answer remains in force as an: 
answer only as long as it is rooted in questioning. 

The reality of the work has become not only clearer for us in the light 
of its work-being, but also essentially richer. The preservers of a work 
belong to its createdness with an essentiality equal to that of the crea- 
tors. But it is the work that makes the creators possible in their nature, 
and that by its own nature is in need of preservers. If art is the origin 
of the work, this means that art lets those who naturally belong together 
at work, the creator and the preserver, originate, each in his own nature. 
What, however, is art itself that we call it rightly an origin? 

In the work, the happening of truth is at work and, indeed, at work 
according to the manner of a work. Accordingly the nature of art was 
defined to begin with as the setting-into-work of truth. Yet this defini- 
tion is intentionally ambiguous. It says on the one hand: art is the fixing 
in place of a self-establishing truth in the figure. This happens in crea- 
tion as the bringing forth of the unconcealedness of what is. Setting- 
into-work, however, also means: the bringing of work-being into move- 
ment and happening. This happens as preservation. Thus art is: the 
creative preserving of truth in the work. Art then is the becoming and 
happening of truth. Does truth, then, arise out of nothing? It does in- 
deed if by nothing is meant the mere not of that which is, and if we 
here think of that which is as an object present in the ordinary way, 
which thereafter comes to light and is challenged by the existence of the 
work as only presumptively a true being. Truth is never gathered from 
objects that are present and ordinary. Rather, the opening up of the 
Open, and the clearing of what is, happens only as the openness 1s 
projected, sketched out, that makes its advent in thrownness.* 


* Thrownness, Geworfenheit, is understood in Being and Time as an existential 
characteristic of Dasein, human being, its thatness, its “‘that it is,” and it refers 
to the facticity of human being’s being handed over to itself, its being on its own 
responsibility; as long as human being is what it is, it is thrown, cast, “im Wurf.” 
Projection, Entwurf, on the other hand, is a second existential character of human 
being, referring to its driving forward toward its own possibility of being. It takes 
the form of understanding, which the author speaks of as the mode of being of 
human being in which human being is in its possibilities as possibilities. It is not the 
mere having of a preconceived plan, but is the projecting of possibility in human 
being that occurs antecedently to all plans and makes planning possible. Human 
being is both thrown and projected; it is thrown project, factical directedness 
toward possibilities of being —TR. 
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Truth, as the clearing and concealing of what is, happens in being 
composed, as a poet composes a poem. All art, as the letting happen 
of the advent of the truth of what is, is, as such, essentially poetry. The 
nature of art, on which both the art work and the artist depend, is the 
setting-itself-into-work of truth. It is due to art’s poetic nature that, in 
the midst of what is, art breaks open an open place, in whose openness 
everything is other than usual. By virtue of the projected sketch set into 
the work of the unconcealedness of what is, which casts itself toward us, 
everything ordinary and hitherto existing becomes an unbeing. This 
unbeing has lost the capacity to give and keep being as measure. ‘The 
curious fact here is that the work in no way affects hitherto existing 
entities by causal connections. The working of the work does not con- 
sist in the taking effect of a cause. It lies in a change, happening from 
out of the work, of the unconcealedness of what is, and this means, of 
Being. 

Poetry, however, is not an aimless imagining of whimsicalities and 
not a flight of mere notions and fancies into the realm of the unreal. 
What poetry, as illuminating projection, unfolds of unconcealedness 
and projects ahead into the design of the figure, is the Open which 
poetry lets happen, and indeed in such a way that only now, in the midst 
of beings, the Open brings beings to shine and ring out. If we fix our 
vision on the nature of the work and its connection with the happening 
of the truth of what is, it becomes questionable whether the nature of 
poetry, and this means at the same time the nature of projection, can 
be adequately thought of in terms of the power of imagination. 

The nature of poetry, which has now been ascertained very broadly 
—but not on that account vaguely, may here be kept firmly in mind as 
something worthy of questioning, something that still has to be thought 
through. 

If all art is in essence poetry, then the arts of architecture, painting, 
sculpture, and music must be traced back to poesy. That is pure arbi- 
trariness. It certainly is, as long as we mean that those arts are varieties 
of the art of language, if it is permissible to characterize poesy by that 
easily misinterpretable title. But poesy is only one mode of the lighting 
projection of truth, i.e., of poetic composition in this wider sense. 
Nevertheless, the linguistic work, the poem in the narrower sense, has a 
privileged position in the domain of the arts. 

To see this, only the right concept of language is needed. In the cur- 
rent view, language is held to be a kind of communication. It serves 
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for verbal exchange and agreement, and in general for communicating. 
But language is not only and not primarily an audible and written ex- 
pression of what is to be communicated. It not only puts forth in words 
and statements what is overtly or covertly intended to be communi- 
cated; language alone brings what is, as something that is, into the 
Open for the first time. Where there is no language, as in the being of 
stone, plant, and animal, there is also no openness of what is, and con- 
sequently no openness either of that which is not and of the empty. 

Language, by naming beings for the first time, first brings beings to 
word and to appearance. Only this naming nominates beings to their 
being from out of their being. Such saying is a projecting of the clear- 
ing, in which announcement is made of what it is that beings come 
into the Open as. Projecting is the release of a throw by which uncon- 
cealedness submits and infuses itself into what is as such. This projec- 
tive announcement forthwith becomes a renunciation of all the dim 
confusion in which what is veils and withdraws itself. 

Projective saying is poetry: the saying of world and earth, the saying 
of the arena of their conflict and thus of the place of all nearness and 
remoteness of the gods. Poetry is the saying of the unconcealedness of 
what is. Actual language at any given moment is the happening of this 
saying, in which a people’s world historically arises for it and the earth 
is preserved as that which remains closed. Projective saying is saying 
which, in preparing the sayable, simultaneously brings the unsayable as 
such into a world. In such saying, the concepts of an historical people’s 
nature, i.e., of its belonging to world history, are formed for that folk, 
before it. 

Poetry is thought of here in so broad a sense and at the same time 
in such intimate unity of being with language and word, that we must 
leave open whether art, in all its modes from architecture to poesy, 
exhausts the nature of poetry. 

Language itself is poetry in the essential sense. But since language 
is the happening in which for man beings first disclose themselves to 
him each time as beings, poesy—or poetry in the narrower sense—is the 
most original form of poetry in the essential sense. Language is not 
poetry because it is the primal poesy; rather, poesy takes place in lan- 
guage because language preserves the original nature of poetry. Build- 
ing and plastic creation, on the other hand, always happen already, and 
happen only, in the Open of saying and naming. It is the Open that 
pervades and guides them. But for this very reason they remain their 
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own ways and modes in which truth orders itself into work. They are an 
ever special poetizing within the clearing of what is, which has already 
happened unnoticed in language. 

Art, as the setting-into-work of truth, is poetry. Not only the creation 
of the work is poetic, but equally poetic, though in its own way, is the 
preserving of the work; for a. work is in actual effect as a work only when 
we remove ourselves from our commonplace routine and move into 
what is disclosed by the work, so as to bring our own nature itself to take 
a stand in the truth of what is. 

The nature of art is poetry. The nature of poetry, in turn, is the 
founding of truth. We understand founding here in a triple sense: 
founding as bestowing, founding as grounding, and founding as begin- 
ning. Founding, however, is actual only in preserving. Thus to each 
mode of founding there corresponds a mode of preserving. We can do 
no more now than to present this structure of the nature of art in a few 
strokes, and even this only to the extent that the earlier characteriza- 
tion of the nature of the work offers an initial hint. 

The setting-into-work of truth thrusts up the unfamiliar and extra- 
ordinary and at the same time thrusts down the ordinary and what we 
believe to be such. The truth that discloses itself in the work can 
never be proved or derived from what went before. What went be- 
fore is refuted in its exclusive reality by the work. What art founds can 
therefore never be compensated and made up for by what is already 
present and available. Founding is an overflow, an endowing, a 
bestowal. 

The poetic projection of truth that sets itself into work as figure is 
also never carried out in the direction of an indeterminate void. Rather, 
in the work, truth is thrown toward the coming preservers, that is, 
toward an historical group of men. What is thus cast forth is, however, 
never an arbitrary demand. Genuinely poetic projection is the opening 
up or disclosure of that into which human being as historical is already 
cast. This is the earth and, for an historical people, its earth, the self- 
closing ground on which it rests together with everything that it al- 
ready is, though still hidden from itself. It is, however, its world, which 
prevails in virtue of the relation of human being to the unconcealed- 
ness of Being. For this reason, everything with which man is endowed 
must, in the projection, be drawn up from the closed ground and ex- 
pressly set upon this ground. In this way the ground is first grounded as 
the bearing ground. 
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All creation, because it is such a drawing-up, is a drawing, as of water 
from a spring. Modern subjectivism, to be sure, immediately misin- 
terprets creation, taking it as the self-sovereign subject’s performance 
of genius. The founding of truth is a founding not only in the sense 
of free bestowal, but at the same time foundation in the sense of this 
eround-laying grounding. Poetic projection comes from Nothing in this 
respect, that it never takes its gift from the ordinary and traditional. 
But it never comes from Nothing in that what is projected by it is only 
the withheld vocation of the historical being of man itself. 

Bestowing and grounding have in themselves the unmediated char- 
acter of what we call a beginning. Yet this unmediated character of a 
beginning, the peculiarity of a leap out of the unmediable, does not 
exclude but rather includes the fact that the beginning prepares itself 
for the longest time and wholly inconspicuously. A genuine beginning, 
as a leap, is always a head start, in which everything to come is already 
leaped over, even if as something disguised. The beginning already 
contains the end latent within itself. A genuine beginning, however, 
has nothing of the neophyte character of the primitive. The primitive 
because it lacks the bestowing, grounding leap and head start, is always 
futureless. It is not capable of releasing anything more from itself be- 
cause it contains nothing more than that in which it is caught. 

A beginning, on the contrary, always contains the undisclosed abun- 
dance of the unfamiliar and extraordinary, which means that it also 
contains strife with the familiar and ordinary. Art as poetry is founding, 
in the third sense of instigation of the strife of truth: founding as 
beginning. Always when that which is as a whole demands, as what is, 
itself, a grounding in openness, art attains to its historical nature as 
foundation. ‘This foundation happened in the West for the first time 
in Greece. What was in the future to be called Being was set into work, 
setting the standard. The realm of beings thus opened up was then 
transformed into a being in the sense of God’s creation. This happened 
in the Middle Ages. ‘This kind of being was again transformed at the be- 
ginning and in the course of the modern age. Beings became objects 
that could be controlled and seen through by calculation. At each time 
a new and essential world arose. At each time the openness of what ts 
had to be established in beings themselves, by the fixing in place of 
truth in figure. At each time there happened unconcealedness of what 
is. Unconcealedness sets itself into work, a setting which is accom- 
plished by art. 
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Whenever art happens—that is, whenever there is a beginning—a 
thrust enters history, history either begins or starts over again. History 
means here not a sequence in time of events of whatever sort, however 
important. History is the transporting of a people into its appointed 
task as entrance into that people’s endowment. 

Art is the setting-into-work of truth. In this proposition an essential 
ambiguity is hidden, in which truth is at once the subject and the object 
of the setting. But subject and object are unsuitable names here. They 
keep us from thinking precisely this ambiguous nature, a task that no 
longer belongs to this consideration. Art is historical, and as historical 
it is the creative preserving of truth in the work. Art happens as poetry. 
Poetry is founding in the triple sense of bestowing, grounding, and be- 
ginning. Art, as founding, is essentially historical. This means not only 
that art has a history in the external sense that in the course of time it, 
too, appears along with many other things, and in the process changes 
and passes away and offers changing aspects for historiology. Art is 
history in the essential sense that it grounds history. 

Art lets truth originate. Art, founding preserving, is the spring that 
leaps to the truth of what is, in the work. To originate something by a 
leap, to bring something into being from out of the source of its nature 
in a founding leap—this is what the word origin (German Ursprung, 
literally, primal leap) means. 

The origin of the work of art—that is, the origin of both the creators 
and the preservers, which is to say of a people’s historical existence, is 
art. This is so because art is by nature an origin: a distinctive way in 
which truth comes into being, that is, becomes historical. 

We inquire into the nature of art. Why do we inquire in this way? 
We inquire in this way in order to be able to ask more truly whether 
art is or is not an origin in our historical existence, whether and under 
what conditions it can and must be an origin. 

Such reflection cannot force art and its coming-to-be. But this re- 
flective knowledge is the preliminary and therefore indispensable prep- 
aration for the becoming of art. Only such knowledge prepares its space 
for art, their way for the creators, their location for the preservers. 

In such knowledge, which can only grow slowly, the question is de- 
cided whether art can be an origin and then must be a head start, or 
whether it is to remain a mere appendix and then can only be carried 
along as a routine cultural phenomenon. 

Are we in our existence historically at the origin? Do we know, which 
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means do we give heed to, the nature of the origin? Or, in our relation 
to art, do we still merely make appeal to a cultivated acquaintance 
with the past? 

For this either-or and its decision there is an infallible sign. Hélder- 
lin, the poet—whose work still confronts the Germans as a test to be 
stood—named it in saying: 


Schwer verlasst 
was nahe dem Ursprung wohnet, den Ort. 


Reluctantly 
that which dwells near its origin departs. 
— “The Journey,” verses 18-19 


Epilogue 


The foregoing reflections are concerned with the riddle of art, the rid- 
dle that art itself is. ‘They are far from claiming to solve the riddle. ‘The 
task is to see the riddle. 

Almost from the time when specialized thinking about art and the 
artist began, this thought was called aesthetic. Aesthetics takes the 
work of art as an object, the object of aisthesis, of sensuous apprehen- 
sion in the wide sense. ‘Today we call this apprehension experience. The 
way in which man experiences art is supposed to give information about 
its nature. Experience is the source that is standard not only for art 
appreciation and enjoyment, but also for artistic creation. Everything is 
an experience. Yet perhaps experience is the element in which art dies. 
The dying occurs so slowly that it takes a few centuries. 

To be sure, people speak of immortal works of art and of art as an 
eternal value. Speaking this way means using that language which does 
not trouble with precision in all essential matters, for fear that in the 
end to be precise would call for—thinking. And is there any greater 
fear today than that of thinking? Does this talk about immortal works 
and the eternal value of art have any content or substance? Or are these 
merely the half-baked clichés of an age when great art, together with 
its nature, has departed from among men? 

In the most comprehensive reflection on the nature of art that the 
West possesses—comprehensive because it stems from metaphysics— 
namely Hegel’s Vorlesungen tiber die Asthetik, the following proposi- 
tions occur: 


Art no longer counts for us as the highest manner in which 
truth obtains existence for itself. 
One may well hope that art will continue to advance and per- 
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fect itself, but its form has ceased to be the highest need of the 
Spirit. 

In all these relationships art is and remains for us, on the side 
of its highest vocation, something past.* 


The judgment that Hegel passes in these statements cannot be 
evaded by pointing out that since Hegel’s lectures in aesthetics were 
given for the last time during the winter of 1828-29 at the University 
of Berlin, we have seen the rise of many new art works and new art 
movements. Hegel never meant to deny this possibility. But the ques- 
tion remains: is art still an essential and necessary way in which that 
truth happens which is decisive for our historical existence, or is art no 
longer of this character? If, however, it is such no longer, then there 
remains the question why this is so. The truth of Hegel’s judgment has 
not yet been decided; for behind this verdict there stands Western 
thought since the Greeks, which thought corresponds to a truth of 
beings that has already happened. Decision upon the judgment will be 
made, when it is made, from and about this truth of what is. Until 
then the judgment remains in force. But for that very reason the ques- 
tion is necessary whether the truth that the judgment declares is final 
and conclusive and what follows if it is. 

Such questions, which solicit us more or less definitely, can be asked 
only after we have first taken into consideration the nature of art. We 
attempt to take a few steps by posing the question of the origin of the 
art work. The problem is to bring to view the work-character of the 
work. What the word “origin” here means is thought by way of the 
nature of truth. 

The truth of which we have spoken does not coincide with that 
which is generally recognized under the name and assigned to cognition 
and science as a quality in order to distinguish from it the beautiful 
and the good, which function as names for the values of nontheoretical 
activities. 

Truth is the unconcealedness of that which is as something that is. 
Truth is the truth of Being. Beauty does not occur alongside and apart 
from this truth. When truth sets itself into the work, it appears. Ap- 
pearance—as this being of truth in the work and as work—is beauty. 
Thus the beautiful belongs to the advent of truth, truth’s taking of its 

*In the original pagination of the Vorlesungen, which is repeated in the 


Jubiléum edition edited by H. Glockner (Stuttgart, 1953), these passages occur 
at X, 1, 134; 135; 26. All are in vol. 12 of this edition —Tr. 


HEIDEGGER / 703 


place. It does not exist merely relative to pleasure and purely as its 
object. The beautiful does lie in form, but only because the forma once 
took its light from Being as the isness of what is. Being at that time 
made its advent as eidos. The idea fits itself into the morphe. The 
sunolon, the unitary whole of morphe and hule, namely the ergon, is in 
the manner of energeia. This mode of presence becomes the actualitas 
of the ens actu. The actualitas becomes reality. Reality becomes objec- 
tivity. Objectivity becomes experience. In the way in which, for the 
world determined by the West, that which is, is as the real, there is 
concealed a peculiar confluence of beauty with truth. The history of 
the nature of Western art corresponds to the change of the nature of 
truth, This is no more intelligible in terms of beauty taken for itself 
than it is in terms of experience, supposing that the metaphysical con- 
cept of art reaches to art’s nature. 


Addendum 


On page 688 and 695 a real difficulty will force itself on the attentive 
reader: it looks as if the remarks about the “fixing in place of truth” 
and the “letting happen of the advent of truth” could never be brought 
into accord. For “fixing in place” implies a willing which blocks and 
thus prevents the advent of truth. In letting-happen on the other hand, 
there is manifested a compliance and thus, as it were, a nonwilling, 
which clears the way for the advent of truth. 

The difficulty is resolved if we understand fixing in place in the sense 
intended throughout the entire text of the essay, above all in the key 
specification “setting-into-work.” Also correlated with “to place” and 
“to set” is “to lay”; all three meanings are still intended jointly by the 
Latin ponere. 

We must think of “to place” in the sense of thesis. Thus on page 686 
the statement is made, “Setting and taking possession are here every- 
where (!) drawn from the Greek sense of thesis, which means a setting 
up in the unconcealed.” The Greek “setting” means placing, as for in- 
stance, letting a statue be set up. It means laying, laying down an obla- 
tion. Placing and laying have the sense of bringing here into the uncon- 
cealed, bringing forth into what is present, that is, letting or causing to 
lie forth. Setting and placing here never mean the modern concept of 
the summoning of things to be placed over against the self (the ego- 
subject). The standing of the statue (i.e., the presence of the radiance 
facing us) is different from the standing of what stands over against us 
in the sense of the object. “Standing” —(cf. p. 666)—is the constancy 
of the showing or shining. By contrast, thesis, antithesis, and synthesis 
in the dialectic of Kant and German idealism mean a placing or putting 
within the sphere of subjectivity of consciousness. Accordingly, Hegel 
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—correctly in terms of his position—interpreted the Greek thesis in the 
sense of the immediate positing of the object. Setting in this sense, 
therefore, is for him still untrue, because it is not yet mediated by 
antithesis and synthesis. (Cf. “Hegel und die Griechen” in the Fest- 
schrift for H. G. Gadamer, 1960). 

But if, in the context of our essay on the work of art, we keep in mind 
the Greek sense of thesis—to let lie forth in its radiance and presence 
—then the “fix” in “fix in place” can never have the sense of rigid, 
motionless, and secure. 

“Fixed” means outlined, admitted into the boundary (peras), 
brought into the outline—(cf. p. 687). The boundary in the Greek 
sense does not block off; rather, being itself brought forth, it first brings 
to its radiance what is present. Boundary sets free into the unconcealed; 
by its contour in the Greek light the mountain stands in its towering 
and repose. The boundary that fixes and consolidates is in this repose 
—repose in the fullness of motion—all this holds of the work in the 
Greek sense of ergon; this work’s “being” is energeia, which gathers in- 
finitely more movement within itself than do the modern “energies.” 

‘Thus the “fixing in place” of truth, rightly understood, can never run 
counter to the “letting happen.” For one thing, this “letting” is nothing 
passive but a doing in the highest degree (cf. “Wissenschaft und 
Besinnung” in Vortrdge und Aufsdtze, p. 49)* in the sense of thests, a 
“working” and “willing” which in the present essay—(p. 691 is char- 
acterized as the “existing human being’s entrance into and compliance 
with the unconcealedness of Being.” For another thing, the “happen” 
in the letting happen of truth is the movement that prevails in the 
clearing and concealing or mote precisely in their union, that is to say, 
the movement of the lighting of self-concealment as such, from which 
again all self-lighting stems. What is more, this “movement” even re- 
quires a fixing in place in the sense of a bringing forth, where the bring- 
ing is to be understood in the sense given it on page 687, in that the 
creative bringing forth “is rather a receiving and an incorporating of a 
relation to unconcealedness.” 

In accordance with what has so far been explained, the meaning of 


* The reference is to a discussion of the German Tun, doing, which points to 
the core of its meaning as a laying forth, placing here, bringing here and bringing 
forth-—“working” in the sense either of something bringing itself forth out of 
itself into presence or of man performing the bringing here and bringing forth of 
something. Both are a way in which something that is present presences.—TR. 
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the noun “Ge-stell,” frame, framing, framework, used on page 688, is 
thus defined: the gathering of the bringing-forth, of the letting-come- 
forth-here into the rift-design as bounding outline (peras) . The Greek 
sense of morphe as figure, Gestalt, is made clear by “Ge-Stell,” “fram- 
ing,” so understood. Now the word “Ge-Stell,” frame, which we used in 
later writings as the explicit key expression for the nature of modern 
technology, was indeed conceived in reference to that sense of frame 
(not in reference to such other senses as bookshelf or montage, which 
it also has). That context is essential, because related to the destiny of 
Being. Framing, as the nature of modern technology, derives from the 
Greek way of experiencing letting-lie-forth, logos, from the Greek 
poiesis and thesis. In setting up the frame, the framework—which now 
means in commandeering everything into assured availability—there 
sounds the claim of the ratio reddenda, i.e., of the logon didonai, but 
in such a way that today this claim that is made in framing takes control 
of the absolute, and the process of representation—of Vor-stellen or 
putting forth—takes form, on the basis of the Greek perception, as 
making secure, fixing in place. 

When we hear the words “fix in place” and “framing” or “frame- 
work” in “The Origin of the Work of Art,” we must, on the one hand, 
put out of mind the modern meaning of placing or framing, and yet at 
the same time we must not fail to note that, and in what way, the 
Being that defines the modern period—Being as framing, framework— 
stems from the Western destiny of Being and has not been thought 
up by philosophers but rather thought to thinking men (cf. Vortrdge 
und Aufsdtze, pp. 28 and 49*). 


* The reference to page 49 is to the conception of doing, as given in the previous 
note. The passage on page 28 of Vortrdge und Aufsdtze appears in the essay “Dte 
Frage nach der Technik.” The “-Stell’” in “Ge-Stell’”” comes from the German 
“stellen,” a transtive verb meaning to place, put, set, stand, arrange. ““Ge-Stell,”’ 
if taken literally, would then be the collective name for all sorts of placing, putting, 
setting, arranging, ordering, or in general, putting in place. Heidegger pushes this 
collective reading further, in the light of his interpretation of early Greek language 
and thought, his general concept of truth and the history of Being, and his view of 
the work of Being in summoning and gathering men to their destiny. The gathering 
agent today is the call that challenges men to put everything that discloses itself 
into the position of stock, resource, material for technological processing. For this 
call, this gathering power, Heidegger makes use of this collective word which ex- 
presses the gathering of all forms of ordering things as resources—das Ge-Stell, 
the collective unity of all the putting, placing, setting, standing, arraying, arranging 
that goes into modern technology and the life oriented to it. The “stellen,” the 
setting, placing, in the word, derives from an older mode, that of poiesis, which lets 
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It is still our burden to discuss the specifications given briefly on pages 
686-87 about the “establishing” and “self-establishing of truth in that 
which is, in beings.” Here again we must avoid understanding “estab- 
lish” in the modern sense and in the manner of the lecture on tech- 
nology as “organize” and “finish or complete.” Rather, “establishing” 
recalls the “impulse of truth toward the work,” mentioned on page 687, 
the impulse that, in the midst of beings, truth should itself be in the 
manner of work, should itself occur as being. 

If we recollect how truth as unconcealedness of beings means nothing 
but the presence of beings as such, that is, Being—see page 695—then 
talk about the self-establishing of truth, that is, of Being, in all that is, 
touches on the problem of the ontological difference.* For this reason 
there is the note of caution on page 686 of “The Origin of the Work 
of Art”: “In referring to this self-establishing of openness in the Open, 
thinking touches on a sphere that cannot yet be explicated here.” The 
whole essay, “The Origin of the Work of Art,” deliberately yet tacitly 
moves on the path of the question of the nature of Being. Reflection 
on what art may be is completely and decidedly determined only in 
regard to the question of Béing. Art is considered neither an area of 
cultural achievement nor an appearance of spirit; it belongs to the 
disclosure of appropriation by way of which the “meaning of Being” 
(cf. Being and Time) can alone be defined. What art may be is one of 
the questions to which no answers are given in the essay. What gives 
the impression of such an answer are directions for questioning. (Cf. the 
first sentences of the Epilogue. ) 

Among these directions there are two important hints, on pages 694 
and 699. In both places mention is made of an “ambiguity.” On page 
699 an “essential ambiguity” is noted in regard to the definition of art 


what is present come forth into unconcealedness, as in the setting up of a statue in 
the temple precinct; yet both the modern technological setting up of things as 
resources and this ancient poetic setting up of them as bearing their world are 
modes of unconcealing, of truth as aletheia. They are not mere inventions of men or 
mere doings of men, but are phases in the history of the destiny of Being and of 
man in his historical situation in relation to Being. Contemporary man’s technologi- 
cal “things” bear his technological “world” in their own distorted way—distorting 
man’s earth, his heaven, his divinities, and, in the end, himself and his mortality. 
—TR. 

* Cf. Identitdt und Differenz (1957), pp. 37 ff.; English Identity and Differ- 
ence, trans. by Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper & Row, 1969), pp. 50 ff., 
116 ff. 


708 / Philosophies of Art and Beauty 


as ‘‘the setting-into-work of truth.” In this ambiguity, truth is “subject” 
on the one hand and “object” on the other. Both descriptions remain 
“unsuitable.” If truth is the “subject,” then the definition “the setting- 
into-work of truth” means: “truth’s setting itself into work’’-—compare 
pages 694 and 666. Art is then conceived in terms of disclosive appro- 
priation. Being, however, is a call to man and is not without man. 
Accordingly, art is at the same time defined as the setting-into-work 
of truth, where truth now is “object” and art is human creating and 
preserving. 

Within the human relation to art there results the second ambiguity 
of the setting-into-work of truth, which on page 694 was called creation 
and preservation. According to pages 693 and 683-84 the art work and 
the artist rest “especially” in what goes on in art. In the heading “the 
setting-into-work of truth,” in which it remains undecided but decidable 
who does the setting or in what way it occurs, there is concealed the 
relation of Being and human being, a relation which is unsuitably con- 
ceived even in this version—a distressing difficulty, which has been 
clear to me since Being and Time and has since been expressed in a 
variety of versions (cf. finally, ‘““Zur Seinsfrage” and the present essay, 
p- 686, “Only this much should be noted, that... .”). 

The problematic context that prevails here then comes together at 
the proper place in the discussion, where the nature of language and 
of poetry is touched on, all this again only in regard to the belonging 
together of Being and Saying. 

There is an unavoidable necessity for the reader, who naturally comes 
to the essay from without, to refrain at first and for a long time from 
perceiving and interpreting the facts of the case in terms of the reticent 
domain that is the source of what has to be thought. For the author 
himself, however, there remains the pressing need of speaking each 
time in the language most opportune for each of the various stations on 
his way. 
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